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Abstract
Through the use of framing theory as described by Entman ( 1 993 ) , this thesis
examines the National Rifle Association' s framing of the gun violence debate as
established, maintained, and shaped by their vice president, Wayne LaPierre on three
separate episodes of Meet the Press, which occurred on December 23rd, 20 1 2; March
24th ' 20 1 3 ; and September 22nd , 20 1 3 . This work offers a thematic analysis that
investigates several themes that emerge in the three individual interviews with LaPierre
that are done by David Gregory on the program. Those themes are then analyzed through
the lens of the four purposes of framing that Entman offers in his work: defining
problems, diagnosing causes, making moral j udgments, and suggesting remedies. These
purposes of framing are adapted into research questions and are then answered by using
excerpts from the interviews conducted on Meet the Press. In conducting this research, I
have come to the conclusion that LaPierre, on behalf of his organization, frames several
entities as being the cause of gun violence: a broken government, the mentally ill, a lack
of gun ownership, gun laws, law enforcement, and a "broken" mental health system.
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Introdurtion

In this proj ect I will explain how interviews in news programs can serve as a tool
for the perpetuation of political ideologies. Through the process of engaging in interviews
that will be mass distributed, interviewees can act as framers who shape an issue to fit
their specific worldview for viewing audiences. More specifically, I will focus on the
issue of the National Rifle Association' s framing of the gun violence debate as
established, maintained, and shaped by their vice president, Wayne LaPierre, on three
episodes of Meet the Press (1 2/23/201 2, 03/24/201 3, and 09/22/201 3), which airs
Sundays on NBC. While Meet the Press's role in shaping this issue is, without a doubt,
significant, for the purposes of this thesis I will be focusing on how Wayne LaPierre
shapes thi s issue through his appearances on the program.
I will do this through the use of framing theory. Frames (or media frames, or
"frames in communication") are defined by Chong and Druckman (2007) as "the words,
images, phrases, and presentation styles that a speaker (e .g., politician , a media outlet)
·
uses when relaying information about an issue or event to an audienc e . . . [to] reveal what
[she] sees as relevant to the topic at hand'' (p. 100) . Framing theory, therefore, is the
process by which one "shows exactly how frames become embedded within and make
themselves manifest in a text, or how framing influences thinking" (Entman, Framing :
Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm, 1 993, p. 51 ). Because I could not locate a
qualitative method to conduct the evaluation of framing processes (as opposed to framing
effects), I will be using a method that is based upon the extended definition of frames by
Entman (1 993). In other words, by cross-referencing Entman' s characteristics of frames
with the text I have selected, I hope to extrapolate the frames that are portrayed within the
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text itself to grant the reader a better understanding of how they are used within the
framework of the text.
In what follows, I will give background information about Meet the Press, the
National Rifle Association, the Second Amendment of the United States Constitution,
and Wayne LaPierre . Understanding each of these topics will help the reader to
understand the background and context of the situation that I address in the analysis
section of this thesis.

Aleet the Press

Meet the Press is a nationally-aired news program which has been on NBC (a
station in the United States that is owned by the mass media and communication
company Comcast) since November 61\ 1 947 . It is the longest-running show on network
television (NBCNews. com, 20 1 3). A1eet the Press has an audience of over 2 million
viewers (Mirkinson, 20 1 3), making it one of the most widely-watched news programs in
the U . S . It also reaches homes via network television on Sundays, making it widely
available for those who are unable to tune in to cable television or who are unable to
watch television on the weekdays.
While we live in an era with virtually unlimited choice when it comes to political
programming and news, Meet the Press maintains its relevance because of the fact that it
serves as a primary source of information for its viewers as well as several other outlets
for political information and news. Senators, congresspersons, and presidents, as well as
leaders of political organizations and parties, press secretaries, and other politically
relevant guests are often interviewed about their opinions on Meet the Press exclusively .
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Because of this fact, many political media outlets, including internet sources, other
television media, and newspapers, often feature clips and quotes from the program.
Without doing so, they could not remain relevant as sources of political news. So, while
the evolution of technology has helped many politically-aware individuals bypass
television news outlets altogether, Meet the Press remains relevant for these individuals,
if not as a primary source, as a secondary one, Therefore, the program maintains its
significance, historically and in modem times.
Because of its historical role in television j ournalism and the prominence of its
j ournalists, Meet the Press has great significance in the mediated account of the United
States throughout the last seventy years. This remains so, even in the era of internet
politics, because of the fact that Meet the Press is a public forum for many politicians to
voice their opinions and argue their positions. The program has had several noteworthy
moderators, including Martha Rountree, who established the program on NBC
(NBCNews.com, 201 3); Chris Wallace, the son of the j ournalist Mike Wallace and
current host of Fox News Sunday (The Huffington Post, 2012); Tim Russert, host of the

2008 presidential debate and recipient of 48 honorary doctorate awards and the Edward
R. Murrow Award (NB CNews.com, 2008); Tom Brokaw, the host of NBC Nightly
News from 1 982 to 2004 and current special correspondent for NBC News
(NBCNews .com, 2009); David Gregory, who is best known for his role as a contributor
to NBC News and NBC and MSNBC programs like Today, NBC Nightly News, and
Morning Joe (NBCNews. com, 20 1 1); and current moderator of Meet the Press, Chuck
Todd, who was a former chief White House correspondent for NBC and host of a
progra.111 called The Daily Rundown on MSNBC (Arkin, 201 4).
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The program i s also well-lrJ1own fo r its coverage o f maj or world events and
people of great political import. It has iconic significance in its broadcasting of news,
including the first satellite interview in 1965 with British Prime Minister Harold Wilson.
Furthermore, every U . S . President since John F. Kennedy has appeared on lvfeet the Press
during his career. The program also boasts about having featured "over 60 Prime
Ministers, Presidents, Kings or Chancellors representing 32 countries" (NBCNews.com,
n.d. ). Meet the Press also serves as a substantial source of primary political information,
due to the fact that senators, congressmen and congresswomen, and other politically
significant figures are frequent guests on the show. The interviews and round-table
discussions on the show are very frequently quoted throughout the rest of the press
because of the show' s status as a chief source of information about many of its guests.
The role that Meet the Press has played and continues to play within historical news
broadcasting make it an indispensable spectacle for its politically savvy viewing
audience.
Due to its prominence, availability, and rich history, Meet the Press has served the
function of disseminating and framing political perspectives to the masses in the U . S . In
other wo rds, A1eet the Press serves the function of circulating political issues and

spinning them to fit certain worldviews by the questions the interviewees and round-table
panelists are asked (as well as the questions they are not asked) and the ways that
interviewees and round-table panelists respond to said questions . This is important for
two reasons . First, the program' s producers select which political topics they consider
relevant (and which topics they do not consider relevant) . In other words, the program' s
producers have the power to choose what news their audiences will - and will not - be
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exposed to and how much to expose them to it (also known, respectively, as gatekeeping

bias and coverage bias; see : D'Alessio & Allen, 2000, p. 1 3 5 - 1 3 6) . Second, the program
has the power to make certain worldviews more prevalent in the political realm by
promoting particular problems, definitions, causal interpretations, moral evaluations,
andior treatment recommendations (Entman, Framing : Toward clarification of a fractured
paradigm, 1 993) (also known as statement bias; see : D ' Alessio & Allen, 2000, p. 1 3 6) .
That is to say, Meet the Press has the ability to promote certain issues and certain
perspectives to a massive U . S . audience. All the while, other perspectives can be
denigrated by the program or altogether ignored.
It should be quite obvious to anyone who watches Meet the Press that it attempts
to operate with an air of unbiased, facts-only news reporting and interviews, as does its
(former) host, David Gregory. However, members of both the left and the right feel that
the show contains biases against them. The program has been accused of political bias by
both Media Matters - a media watchdog group that "comprehensively monitor[s] ,
analyz[es] , and correct[s] conservative misinformation in the U . S . media" (Media
Matters for America, 20 1 4) - as well as NewsBusters - which dedicates itself to
"do cumenting, exp0sing , and neutral izi ng lib eral medi a bias" (Media Research Center,

2005-20 1 4). However, the critique of Meet the Press is not limited to these media
watchdog sources. The program has also been accused of bias by political pundits and
commentators, authors, and blogs throughout the internet, television, and print media.
Both sides are correct in their assumptions that Meet the Press is a biased program, but
not because the program lacks the objectivity that other programs have. Instead, Meet the

Press is biased because media bias is inevitable for any news program. Firstly, bias is
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inevitable in the news media because, in reporting news, one must choose what to report
and what not to report. To put it simply, it is impossible to avoid biases in selection
because inherent in the choice of what to cover and what not to cover (D'Alessio & Allen,
2000, p. 1 3 6) are the values of the j ournalists doing the reporting and interviewing (as
well as the values of the networks for whom they work). These values are a clear
indication of biases. Because of this fact, news organizations will always contain some
level of selection bias. Second, the news media may have a more direct form of bias in
the types of ideals that they express and how they express them. In other words, news
sources may be subj ect to spin, or subjective comments about obj ective matters. For
instance, members of the public frequently accuse MSNBC of a "left-wing" bias, whereas
Fox News is typically noted to have a "right-wing" bias.
Though bias is inevitable, NBC ' s Meet the Press still presents itself as an
unbiased news source that interviews important figures in the news and asks them hard
hitting questions, regardless of their political ideology. This, as I have argued, is not the
case due to an inevitable bias in the issues presented on the program. I will elaborate on
the concept of bias - particularly through selection and salience - later, in the literature
review section o f this proposal .

The National Rifle Association

In addition to breaking many stories, Meet the Press also follows many
mainstream issues in the news, j umping on the bandwagon of other reporters and
contributing to the clamor of their stories by interviewing the important newsmakers
within the context of the current, trending stories. This was the case when the program
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hosted an interview with the National Rifle Association' s vice president, Wayne
LaPierre, after a tragic shooting that killed twenty elementary school students and six
adults at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut.
The N.R.A. is an organization that was started in 1 87 1 by two Union army
veterans, Col. William C . Church and Gen. George Wingate, who felt that there was a
lack of marksmanship within the rankings of their troops. According to the organization' s
website, the original goal of the organization, as stated by Church, was to "promote and
encourage rifle shooting on a scientific basis" (The National Rifle Association, 20 1 4).
Since then, the N.R.A. has boasted of their membership of "more than 4 . 5 million moms
and dads and sons and daughters, in every state across our nation" (LaPierre, Testimony
of Wayne LaPierre Before the U. S . Senate Committee on the Judiciary Hearing on " What
Should America Do About Gun Violence?", 20 1 3). Within the past 40 years the
organization has grown to be less about promoting marksmanship within the boundaries
of "science" and, instead, focuses mostly on legislation dealing with gun ownership and
the Second Amendment, as well as the advocacy (and lack thereof) of specific
candidates. The N.R.A. has been quite successful in getting candidates that it endorses
elected. According to The Washington Post, "of those [that the N . R.A. has] endorsed, 80

percent won" (The Washington Post Company, 20 1 0). The organization has pushed an
agenda and has picked candidates who have an agenda of gun ownership at all costs,
especially after the debate that followed the shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary school.
However, the gun legislation debate began long before the shooting.
The debate itself - or, at least, its presence in the mainstream - can be traced back
to 1 977, when a coup within the NRA led by anti-gun legislation hardliners and their
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leader, Harlon Carter, took place (Winkler, 20 1 1 , p . 9). This event, known as the
"Cincinnati Revolt" in gun circles, changed the agenda of the NRA completely. Before
this coup, the NRA' s primary focus was on kinship among marksmen. After the coup,
however, the NRA transformed into a group of individuals who espo use the absolute,
unrestricted right of gun ownership by anyone and everyone based upon fear of crime and
of a government anxiously trying to take guns away from the citizenship (Winkler, 20 1 2).
It should be noted, however, that the gun debate has been shaped in terms of
absolutism. As Winkler (20 1 1 ) notes, the debate is often framed as being a struggle
between "gun grabbers," or those who want to confiscate any and all guns from the
citizenry, and "gun nuts," or those who enthusiastically support extremist gun "rights" for
children and adults alike, without background checks, and with no restrictions . However,
this is a false binary; it does not accurately represent all sides of the debate within the
spectrum of potential opinions . Surely there are those who want to ban guns in their
entirety and those who want to give guns to everyone, but a happy medium existed for
years in the U. S . before the NRA stated framing the Second Amendment of the U . S .
Consti tution a s being an absolute . I t reads, " A well regulated militia being necessary to
the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be
infringed." On the front of the NRA's headquarters, however, is the revised, shortened
version of the Second Amendment, which simply reads, "THE RIGHT OF THE PEOPLE
TO KEEP AND BEAR ARMS SHALL NOT BE INFRINGED," giving the impression
that the right is absolute and has nothing to do with a militia, let alone a "well regulated"
one . It is important to note that this omission attempts to gatekeep the issue of gun
, ·

legislation by highlighting certain aspects o f the Second Amendment and completely
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ignoring others. I t i s also important to recognize that this way o f looking at the Second
Amendment of the Constitution has not always been accepted, or even acknowledged, by
a significant section of the U. S . population. In fact, throughout the history of the United
States, what is now known as "gun control" was widely accepted and uncontested as a
common sense practice.

Gun Legislation and the Second Amendment

The U. S . has had an extensive history of gun legislation and regulation. As
Winkler (201 3) points out:
The Founding Fathers had gun laws so restrictive that today ' s NRA leaders would
never support them: broad bans on possession of firearms by people thought to be
untrustworthy ; militia laws that required people to appear at musters where the
government would inspect their guns; safe-storage laws that made armed self
defense difficult; and even early forms of gun registration. The founders who
wrote the Second Amendment did not think it was a libertariart license for anyone
to have any gun anytime and anywhere they wanted.
While we can note that the framers of the Constitution of the United States believed that
the right to possess firearms was essential (for some people), this is far from believing
that any and all regulation, or legislation calling for regulation, is an infringement upon
the right to bear arms.
A great deal of the framers of the Constitution wanted a people' s army. That is, an
army comprised entirely of armed citizens. This is why Article One, Section 8 of the U. S .
Constitution states that Congress has the power, "To raise and suppmt Armies, but no
Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years." The
Founders of the U;S. wanted to ensure that large standing armies were not kept during
times of peace and, instead, that the government relied mostly on the peopie of the
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country to serve as the members of its militia (Carp, 2008, p . 387). This being the case, it
was necessary for the people of the U. S . to have the right to bear arms. The reason for
gun-o ""'nership rights was never a subj ect of contention until the 1 977 coup within the
rankings of the N.R.A. , which shifted the focus of the organization from a professional
sports shooting organization to an immoderate organization that places gun-ownership
rights above all else, even if one does not serve in an armed militia.

Wayne LaPierre

Within the past several decades, the N.R.A. and its leadership have explicitly
endorsed the idea that the Second Amendment was drafted for the purpose of
overthrowing of government in times of corruption (National Rifle Association of
America Institute for Legislative Action, 2009) . Among the individuals who endorse the
revisionist view of the Second Amendment as a means of governmental overthrow is
Wayne LaPierre, the current vice president of the N.R.A. LaPierre has been the vice
president of the N .R.A. since 1 991 . However, he began his career with the N .R.A. as a
state liaison for the N .R.A. Institute for Legislative action, which is also known as the
NRA-ILA,

in 1978 . This branch of the N.R.A. works on legislative action on behalf of

the organization. In 1 986 he became the executive director of the N.R.A.-I . L.A. before
finally advancing to the vice president of the entire organization in 1 991 (Educational
Fund to Stop Gun Violence, n.d.).
LaPierre is no stranger to polarizing rhetoric . He famously said, "The only thing
that stops

a

bad guy with a gun is a good guy with a gun" (Overby, 2012) in a call for

more armed guards on school campuses after the violent attacks on Sandy Hook
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6 adults dead.

He is also wel l known for his wording of a fundraising letter that he sent out slightly
before the 1 995 Oklahoma City bombing, which described federal agents as "j ack-booted
government thugs" who wear "Nazi bucket helmets and black storm trooper uniforms"
and "attack law-abiding citizens" (Associated Press, 1 995). He also said of President Bill
Clinton in 2000, "I've come to believe that he needs a certain level of violence in this
country . He's willing to accept a certain level of killing to further his political agenda and
his vice president, too" (Pear, 2000) .
All of this goes without saying that Wayne LaPierre and the NRA' s rhetoric of
"gun grabbers" attempting to confi scate all weaponry is an already-settled matter. In D. C.
v.

Heller (2008), the Supreme Court released its decision, which stated that "The Second

Amendment protects an individual right to possess a firearm unconnected with service in
a militia, and to use that arm for traditionally lawful purposes, such as self-defense within
the home" (p. 1 ) . However:
Like most rights, the Second Amendment right is not unlimited. It is not a right to
keep and carry any weapon whatsoever in any manner whatsoever and for
whatever purpose : For example, concealed weapons prohibitions have been
upheld under the Amendment or state analogues. The Court's opinion should not
be taken to cast doubt on longstanding prohibitions on the possession of firearms
by felons and the mentally ill, or laws forbidding the carrying of firearms in
sensitive places such as schools and government buildings, o � laws imposing
conditions and qualifications on the commercial sale of arms . Miller' s holding
that the sorts of weapons protected are those "in common use at the time" finds
support in the historical tradition of prohibiting the carrying of dangerous and
unusual weapons . (p. 2)
In other words, the rhetoric of the idea of "taking guns" is not only incorrect and
inconceivable within the context of the U. S ., but is also a legal impossibility, due to the
ruling of the Supreme Court in 2008 .
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In what follows, I will explain how the National Rifle Association (and more
specifically Wayne LaPierre) uses Meet the Press as a platform for framing their
worldview - and the view of some of their members - to mass audiences. First, I will
explain framing theory and agenda-setting theory work. I will then explain how the
synthesis of both of these theories work in tandem. This, as I will argue, will help us to
understand the way that the N.R.A. and Wayne LaPierre use both framing and agenda
setting theory (perhaps without intentionally doing so) to disseminate.their worldview to
mass audiences in a manner that has potential to effectively sway public opinion.
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Literature Review

Now that I have set up the background information for the situation that this thesis
will attempt to address, it is important that I establish a theoretical framework for doing
so. For the scope and range of this project, there are three areas that are important to
address in terms of literature . The first of these is framing theory, which is the driving
force behind this work. In my analysis, I will focus on the way that Wanye LaPierre, the
vice president of the N.R.A., frames the issue of gun violence within the United States.
Before doing so, however, it is important to examine the research on framing theory at
large . The second area that is important to address, in terms of literature, is agenda
setting theory . The third area of significance is the synthesis of the two aforementioned
theories - framing and agenda-setting. By bringing these together, we can see how
agenda-setting theory and framing theory intersect, thereby giving us

a

more complete

picture of how these theories work in tandem with one another.

Framing

As I have stated, the driving force behind this essay is the issue of framing. It is
the primary lens through which I will analyze Wayne LaPierre' s interviews on Me e t the

Press with David Gregory. Through this lens, I hope to look at the way LaPierre shapes
the gun legislation debate to help define his group ' s worldview - that guns are necessary
and that any and all legislation limiting the· flow, use, or brandishing of firearms should
be abolished and rej ected. In order to understand how framing works, and the ways in
which it is employed, it is important to understand the literature about framing.
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The study of framing was established by the sociologist Erving Goffman ( 1 97 4 ),
who conceived of frames as "rendering what would otherwise be a meaningless aspect of
the scene into something that is meaningful" (p. 2 1 ). The study of framing, since
Goffman' s time, has been embraced by multiple fields of study beyond sociology and is
now studied by those who research psychology, economics, j ournalism, and
communication. Framing, in the sense that it is used in communication studies today, is a
process of "selecting and highlighting some facets of events or issues, and making
connections among them so as to promote a particular interpretation, evaluation, and/or
solution" (Entman, 2004) . It has also been defined, more simply, as "involv[ing] a
communication source presenting and defining an issue" " (de Vreese, 2005 , p. 5 1 ).
Waller and Conaway (20 1 1 ) have defined framing as "bind[ing] together carefully
chosen ideas, information, judgments, arguments, claims, and value statements into a
tightly compressed noetic narrative that guides the frameholder' s interpretation of events
as well as discourse related to a given topic" (p . 87). It is also important to understand
that frames serve a hegemonic function. As Entman (2004) explains, individuals in the
mass media often engage in framing to bolster the interests of the elite (p. 4 - 5).
Beyond understanding a basic definition, it is also important that we clarify the
individual parts that make up what we know as frames. As Entman (1993) makes clear,
frames have two elements - selection and salience. First, though not necessarily
consciously, a selection must be made by the producers of media: which issues and what
parts of said issues are going to be framed. In other words, the individual who is doing
the framing must choose what it is that they will discuss. After this is done, one must
choose to make given aspects of the particular issue more salient, or pronounced. If this
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is done effectively, it will help to shape the listener' s worldview in a way that, as Entman
puts it, will "promote

a

particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral

evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described" (Entman, Framing:
Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm, 1 993, p. 52) . As we can see, frames do not
have a direct effect upon reality, but instead have an effect upon the listener' s perception
of reality .
The effect that frames have upon a listener' s reality is shaped, in part, by their
four functions : defining problems, diagnosing causes, making moral j udgments, and
suggesting remedies (p. 52). Frames can define a problem by granting us a perspective on
what is being done, at what costs, and with what benefits . Furthermore, frames can also

diagnose causes by telling us who is creating the problem. It' s important to note that this
can be a matter of opinion and, in the cases where it is not, the party engaging in the
framing is under no obligation to factually report the causes of a given problem to their
audience . Frames are also sometimes expected to make moral judgments, which isolate
and evaluate agents responsible for a given situation. Finally, frames suggest remedies by
offering potential solutions to problems and justifying their implementation.
Frames do not work on a simple speaker-to-listener basis, however. In fact, there
are at least four locations in the communication process (p. 52 - 53) - communicators,
texts, receivers, and culture. All of these are important to consider when conducting a
frame analysis. Communicators are the individuals who select and make salient the issues
that they wish to discuss, guided by frames that organize their belief systems. This is
traditi onally a speaker, interviewee, or pundit, but it can be anyone who has a public
platform on which to speak to those who will listen. Furthermore, their selection of what
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to say need not be intentional; their framing need not be conscious. One can portray a
particular viewpoint without realizing that they are embedding their own rhetoric within a
given ideology. This would seem to problematize the concept of blame, so at this point it
is important to note that our focus here is not the placement of blame but, instead, the
issue of framing itself, regardless of blame. Texts are the medium by which a message is
carried from the communicator. This medium conveys frames which are buried within
"the presence or absence of certain key words, stock phrases, stereotyped images, sources
of information, and sentences that provide thematically reinforcing clusters of facts or
j udgments" (p. 52) Receivers are those who receive the frames conveyed by the
.

communicator through the use of texts. However, it is important to note that the intended
constitutive meaning of the frames by their orator may not match the transmitted meaning
as interpreted by her audience . Any range of interpretations of a given text, or utterance
therein, is possible. Bearing this in mind, it is noteworthy that, within a given culture, a
communicator can come to the conclusion that certain utterances will be interpreted in a
fairly uniform way, since this is the basis of pragmatic language. Based upon this
assumption, the communicator can appropriately craft their message in terms of the way
they choose to frame it for the audience to whom they are speaking. The final location of
frarnes is the culture, which is a collection of frames that are commonly referenced by
communicators, conveyed through texts, and interpreted by receivers. These frames are
repeated ad infinitum throughout a variety of texts that are conveyed in a variety of
different ways - by word of mouth, through the television and radio, in magazine articles,
and through billboard advertisements, among other methods. Every day we are
bombarded by a variety of frames that shape our culture and how we interpret our place
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within the culture to which we belong . In all four of these locations of frames

-

communicators, texts, receivers, and culture -we can find the aforementioned process of
selection and highlighting, the use of the selected and highlighted elements to construct
an argument about problems and their causes, and evaluations and/or solutions to these
problems (Entman, Framing : Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm, 1993, p. 53).

Agenda-Setting

Also relevant to the issue of how Wayne LaPierre frames the issue of gun
violence in his interviews with David Gregory on 1\1eet the Press is an understanding of
agenda-setting theory . I will use Agenda-setting theory (Lippmann, 1 922) to explain how
certain issues are privileged over others through the use of selection, giving them the
national stage and the national attention.

Agenda-setting theory explains that the media is a tool for conveying what reality
.
is and what it is not. It explains that the media portrays some issues to be more important,
and therefore more worthy of our attention, than others. The focus of media, through the
lens of agenda-setting theory, is not giving the public an accurate reflection of reality but,
instead, telling the public what to focus

on

and believe is reality. As C o he n (1965)

explains, "The press may not be successful much of the time in telling people what to
think, but it is stunningly successful in telling its readers what to think about" (p. 1 3) . In
other words, quite simply, the media sets the public agenda when it comes to political
issues. The public may have a variety of opinions about any given issue, but they are
united, for the most part, in their belief that certain issues take precedent over others.
Consumers of mass media "learn not only about a given issue, but also how much
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importance to attach to that issue from the amount of information in a news story and its
position" (McCombs & Shaw, 1972, p. 1 76). N ew s stories that are reported on first in a
broadcast and ones that are covered in depth are likely to be a higher priority in the mind
of the general public. In the same way, stories that are covered across a broad swath of
news programs and stories that are covered on more popular programs with higher
viewership may be considered to be of greater importance in the public consciousness. In
short, agenda-setting theory tells us what to think about.

Framing and Agenda-Setting

To put it quite simply, agenda setting theory indicates that media tells us what
news stories to think about and how important they are in our lives. Framing, on the other
hand, is the process of emphasizing the importance of a particular outlook on issues. To
tie these two concepts together requires us to conceptualize how agenda-setting and
framing are related. As Scheufele ( 1999) states, "Whereas agenda setting is concerned
with the salience of issues, frame setting . . . is concerned with the salience of issue
attributes" (p. 116). For instance,

a

news piece on gun violence can be analyzed from a

p erspective that identifies how the piece makes the issue of gun violence more salient in

the public sphere - agenda setting analysis - or it can identify how the issue is framed
within the newscast itself by identifying the biases that are present - frame analysis.
However, these two do have some overlap . As McCombs, et al. (1997) wrote, "The first
level of agenda setting is . . . the transmission of obj ect salience. The second level of
agenda setting is the transmission of attribute salience" (p. 704). In the example of the
news piece I mentioned above, the discussion about the gun violence itself would be the
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first level of agenda setting, or the object salience, whereas the way in which gun
violence is framed within the newscast is the second level of agenda setting, or the

attribute salience . To be clear, framing is a subset of agenda setting because it stresses
the salience of particular perspectives on issues, thereby emphasizing the importance of a
given perspective . In addition, it is also important to recognize that agenda setting makes
a determination about what can and cannot be framed.

In what follows, the aforementioned literature wil l be applied to provide an in
depth analysis of the way that Wayne LaPierre frames gun violence on three separate
episodes of NB C ' s Meet the Press. Entman' s ( 1 993) four purposes of framing wil l be the
basis of this analysis. This work lacks established methodological background, but this is
not without reason. Framing theory iacks methodology because of the fact that not much
has been done using the lens of qualitative framing research. As the writer of this work,
the author wil l argue that framing methodology is lacking and, therefore, deserves more
attention. It is the belief of the author that Entman' s extensive research on framing theory
is worthy of a methodology that wil l lead to further research and innovation in the field of
framing. Therefore, this work will use Entman' s ( 1 993) four purposes of framing : ( 1 )
Defining problems, (2) Diagnosing causes, (3) Making moral j udgments, and (4)
Suggesting remedies; to more fully understand the way that Wayne LaPierre frames gun
violence to the public in the United States of America. The author will develop these four
purposes into five research questions, which are as fo llows:
RQ I : How does Wayne LaPierre address the problem of gun violence within the
United States?

FRAMING

GUN

VIOLENCE

29

RQ2 : How does Wayne LaPierre frame the causes of gun violence within the
United States?
RQ3 : Who does Wayne LaPierre frame as possessing the blame for gun violence?
RQ4 : What remedies does Wayne LaPierre frame as solutions to the problem of
gun violence within the United States?
By addressing these five questions, the author of this work hopes to come to a more
complete understanding of the way in which Wayne LaPierre shapes the issue of gun
violence for the audience of Meet the Press. Furthermore, he hopes to advance the study
of qualitative framing research as it pertains to the mass media by contributing an
understanding of how public figures shape messages for the consumption of society
which, in turn, play a role in shaping society . As Mc Quail ( 1 994) notes, "The entire study
of mass communication is based on the premise that the media have significant effects"
(p. 3 27). This being the case, a greater understanding of how these effects are shaped by
public figures within the media is a significant contribution to the field of mass
communication research.
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Methodology

To conduct this research effectively and in an organized manner, a proper
methodology must be established for a qualitative frame analysis. · A search of the
EB SCO academic database revealed that very few qualitative frame analyses of the mass
media establish a structural method that is easily transferred and used in other analyses.
For this reason, I have decided to establish and use his own methodology. This will be a
thematic analysis as framed by Entman' s ( 1 993) aforementioned purposes of framing.
Though Entman establishes the purposes of framing, he never really posits it as a method
for conducting framing research. In the context of this thesis, I will be taking his work a
step further and using it as a method. I finds this to be appropriate because these
purposes establish the way in which framing is done . That is, without these four
purposes, the active and conscious effort to frame issues could not, and furthermore
would not, exist. Therefore, it is of utmost significance to any research on framing to
address some, or all, of these four questions when examining a given artifact.
Because of this signi ficance, while reviewing the transcript and videos of the
interviews on Meet the Press, I will select parts as data that define problems that incite .
gun violence, diagnose causes of gun violence, make moral j udgments about gun
violence, and suggest remedies for gun violence. I consider shaping my methodology
around the common theme of gun violence to be meaningful because all of the data that I
will sample occurred shortly after, and in reaction to, occasions of gun violence. The
d
three episodes that I have selected for review and analysis took place on December 23r ,
20 1 2, shortly after the Sandy Hook shooting, which took place on December

1 41h , 20 1 2 ;

March 24th , 20 1 3 , after Mayor Michael Bloomberg (I - NY) voiced his opinion in
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support of certain gun legislation measures; and September 22nd , 20 1 3 , shortly after the
Washington Navy Yard shooting, which occurred on September 1 6 1h , 20 1 3 . Transcripts
of these interviews were typed up by NBC and can be found at NBCNews.com
(nbcnews.to/ 1 QZWHFg1 nbcnews.to/ l QZWJNt, and nbcnews.to/ l QZWNgj ,
respectively}.
For this proj ect, I will use a purposeful sampling method that is not random and
cannot be generalized to a population. However, as Lindlof and Taylor (2002) note,
"Qualitative studies focus on the social practices and meanings of people in a specific
historical or cultural context" (p . 1 22) . In other words, qualitative studies focus on what
people do and say in certain contexts, and what the meaning of those actions and words
are . This analysis will analyze only the practice of framing by LaPierre within the
specific instances of Meet the Press as they pertain to the issue of gun violence. As
Lindlof and Taylor continue, "Because social phenomena are studied for their unique
qualities, the question of whether they are normally distributed in a population is not an
issue" (p. 1 22). As Lindlof and Taylor make clear, when it comes to qualitative research,
distribution of sampling is not always a concern because the researcher is looking at the
unique qualiti es of th e texts she is studying. The research in this analysis will be focused

on the unique qualities of the way that Wayne LaPierre frames the issue of gun violence
in the United States . Further, as Schwandt ( 1 997) reveals, "Sites or cases are chosen
because there may be good reason to believe that ' what goes on there ' is critical to
understanding some process or concept" (p. 1 28). In this research, interviews with Wayne
LaPierre on Meet the Press were selected because they will provide the reader of this
analysis with a unique understanding of the way that NRA activists frame their messages,
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especially with regard to large audiences since Jvleet the Press is disseminated to a large
audience through the use of network television.
The data for this proj ect was collected because of an initial desire to do a
qualitative framing analysis on Wayne LaPierre ' s shaping of the issue of gun violence,
since he frequently represents the NRA ' s opinion for the consumption of the general
public and members of the organization. This was narrowed down and tailored into a
proj ect by reviewing multiple speeches and interviews with LaPierre. After reviewing all
of the available and accessible material on the internet, it was determined that Meet the

Press was the best source of information for a qualitative thematic analysis about how
LaPierre frames the issue of gun violence. This is true for multiple reasons : ( 1 ) LaPierre
has appeared on Meet the Press on multiple occasions, giving us a broad swath of
occasions to analyze which allows for a better overview of his framing methods ; (2)
every time LaPierre has been on Meet the Press has been to combat gun legislation that
was spurred in reaction to gun violence, thereby directly addressing the subj ect matter of
this analysis; (3) Meet the Press is disseminated to one of the broadest audiences of any
political news programming on television, making it relevant for the purposes of framing
issues to the entire nation; ( 4) A1eet the Press is widely viewed by people on the political

left and political right, as well as those who consider themselves to be independents,
thereby helping it to effectively frame issues for the general public ' s consumption
regardless of their political affiliation; and ( 5) interviews on the program make the
program appear to have less bias than regular news and commentary (for an overview of
avoidance of interviewer bias see : Heritage, Clayman, & Zimmerman, 1 988). Since the
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interviewer gives the program a less-biased appearance, audiences may be more
susc eptibl e to its message.

In what follows, the author of this work will use the methods described above to
analyze and come to a further understanding of the way that Wayne LaPierre frames the
issue of gun violence on behalf of the National Rifle Association. By employing the
method of using research questions that are adopted from Entman' s ( 1 993) four purposes
of framing, this work will arrive at a better understanding of how framing is used by
Wayne LaPierre on Meet the Press. A higher understanding of this not only gives us a
better idea of how Wayne LaPierre shapes the issue of gun viol ence, but also how Meet

the Press can serve as a platform upon which to promote one ' s agenda.
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Analysis

In reviewing the research questions presented earlier in this work and my
artifacts, I have come to the conclusion that there are four separate themes that occur
repeatedly in Wayne LaPierre ' s framing tactics: ( 1 ) The tragedy of gun violence, (2)
"Homicidal maniacs" and other scapegoats, (3) The "good guys with guns" and the laws
that inhibit them, (4) What does not work (A.K.A., gun legislation) and what does. To
properly answer the research questions proposed in this work, I wil l go through these
themes and cite instances of them that are contained within the three separate interviews
that LaPierre had on Meet the Press while it was hosted by David Gregory. After that I
wil l connect the analysis section of this work to the research questions that I have
presented. The research question for this work are as follows :
RQ1 : How does Wayne LaPierre address the problem of gun violence within the
United States?
RQ2 : How does Wayne LaPierre frame the causes of gun violence within the
United States?
RQ3 : Who does Wayne LaPierre frame as possessing the blame for gun violence?
RQ4 : What remedies does Wayne LaPierre frame as solutions to the problem of
gun violence within the United States?
In this section of th e chapter, I plan to address instances where Wayne LaPierre has
helped us to come to conclusions about the answers to each of these individual questions
while he was on Meet the Press.
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The Tragedy of Gun Violence

One of the many ways that LaPierre makes the National Rifle Association appear
more human and sensitive to the people who listen to him is to emphasize the "tragedy"
of gun violence. In LaPierre ' s world the National Rifle Association and those who share
its views are not in the least bit responsible for the problem of gun violence. In fact, as I
will go on to explain, LaPierre frames himself and his organization as a heroes who fight
for the right of people to help prevent gun violence through the widespread use of
modern, violent weaponry . The image that LaPierre paints is one of the N.R.A. as a
sensitive, nurturing friend in times of tragedy unforeseeable. Though the evidence of this
frame is scant on the program Meet the Press, it is my personal belief that this frame is
still important because it is pervasive throughout LaPierre ' s opportunities for public
speaking after tragedies. For instance, after the tragedy at Sandy Hook, LaPierre (20 1 2)
began his speech:
The National Rifle Association - 4 million mothers, fathers, sons and daughters j oin the nation in horror, outrage, grief, and earnest prayer for the families of
Newtown, Connecticut, who have suffered such an incomprehensible loss as a
result of this unspeakable crime . Out of respect for the families and until the facts
are known, the N .R.A. has refrained from comment.
In this short passage that begins his speech after an unprecedented national tragedy, he
immediately taps into the audience' s emotions by making it clear that the N.R.A. ' s
membership consi sts o f families that can relate to the tragedy that has stricken those
families of Newtown elementary students. Furthermore, he elaborates by saying that the
N .R.A. was respectful to the tragedy - being a gun-related organization - by remaining
silent on the issue until a week later, when the organization finally spoke out. As we will
further see, LaPierre uses this somber tone in times of tragedy to convey a frame of
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empathy to the victims o f tragedy. Further, he also conveys to those who are not victims
of tragedy that his organization, in fact, cares about those who are victims of tragedy.
Sometimes so much so that they themselves seem to feel like victims of the tragedy.
On the September 2211 ct , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the Press, j ust shortly after the
Washington Navy Yard shooting, which occurred on September 1 6th ; 20 1 3 , Gregory
began his interview with LaPierre by asking :
I s this the new normal? Another mass shooting; a former New York City police
commissioner described it that way. The president talked about almost a routine
that the country goes through after these horrific acts. Is that what we're forced to
live with at this point?
LaPierre answers the question by saying "David, this is a tragedy that should not have
happened, a memorial service that should not be taking place, and victims that should not
be victims." Most people would think that it is nice that LaPierre purports to believe that
the tragedy should not have happened, that the memorial service should not be taking
place, and that the victims should not be victims. However, when one examines the
policies of the N.R.A. , they will find that the N.R.A. is not willing to try any measures
that have anything to do with restricting gun access to any portion of the citizenry (there
will be more on this later on in this chapter) . In other words, LaPierre and his

organization are not willing to try new legal measures that may save lives; he and his
organization are not willing to take measures that may ensure that these things that
"should not have happened" do not happen in the future (or, at least, that they are
minimal). So, without a doubt, this is an attempt to make himself and his organization
appear more appealing and sensitive to those who are victims of gun violence and those
who are family members of those who are victims of gun violence. He, as much as they,
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appears to be sensitive to the fact that such tragedies happened. He, in fact, seems to
deplore incidents of gun violence and think that they should not have happened in the
first place. In this way, he attempts to appeal to the family members of victims of gun
violence and, in some instances, actual victims of gun violence.
On the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of Meet the Press, LaPierre expresses a
similar sentiment when he is confronted by David Gregory about our responsibility in the
shooting that occurred at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newto\\'U, CT on December
1 4 1\ 20 1 2 . Gregory begins by noting that LaPierre promised that the N.R.A. would offer
"meaningful solutions" in the wake of the shooting. He then continues by showing a clip
that shows the essence of LaPierre ' s message to the news media, on December 2 1 51 , 20 1 2 .
I n this clip, LaPierre i s shown saying "The only thing that stops a bad guy with a gun i s a
good guy with a gun." Gregory continues:
You proposed armed guards in school. We'll talk about that in some detail in a
moment. You confronted the news media. You blamed Hollywood and the
gaming industry . But never once did you concede that guns could actually be part
of the problem. Is that a meaningful contribution, Mr. LaPierre, or a dodge?
LaPierre then says:
David, I said what I honestly thought, and what millions and hundreds of millions
of people all over this country believe will actually make a difference. You know,
I can't imagine a more horrible tragedy than what happened. We all have five year
olds-- in our families in some way . I mean we all put ourselves in that situation,
and the tears flow down our eyes.
LaPierre almost personifies the N.R.A., bringing forth the idea that it 1 s an upset family
member of those who are victims of gun violence; that tears are flowing down the eyes of
that family member that is the N.R.A. who deeply loves those who were victims of the
"tragedy" of this violence. All the while, he completely dodges the question about
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whether guns could be a part of the problem. In other words, he dodges the question
about whether or not he is dodging the question. Instead of answering Gregory ' s
question, he appeals to the emotions of the audience by talking about the tragedy of gun
violence and how N . R.A. members also have famil ies who have tears· that flow down
their eyes when they see such horrific violence. This tactic, whether intentional or not,
gets the audience lost in emotions and causes them to forget the actual question being
posed : whether or not guns play any meaningful role in said violence. He continues :
The N.R.A., made up o f all these moms and dads, parents, we have 1 1 ,000 police
training instructors. \Ve have 80,000 police families. We're four million members.
And we sat doWI1 and we said, "What we can we do will actually make a
difference today to make these kids safe?"
Again, . LaPierre enlists the metaphor of family to make the National Rifle Association
seem human. They are not merely an organization of like-minded individuals, but are a
collection of the individuals themselves within the organization: they all have families
and people they love . In fact, the organization itself is a family - a family that, itself, has
been plagued by the tragedy of gun violence . By using this frame, LaPierre attempts to
make the viewer believe that the N.R.A. and their actions played no significant role in the
tragedy that happened; they are merely fellow grievers. .

"Homicidal Maniacs" And Other Scapegoats

Another important theme that emerges when listening to Gregory interview
LaPierre on Meet the Press is that of "homicidal maniacs," who are a distant "other" that
is not like you or I in any significant way . LaPierre has a serious habit of name-calling
when it comes to individuals who have mental disorders and inflict violence on
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populations using guns. I n his speech after the Sandy Hook shooting i n 20 1 2 (LaPierre,
20 1 2) alone, LaPierre referred to mass shooters as "insane killers," "monsters," (four
times) "predators," "deranged," "evil," (twice) "possessed," and "driven by demons." As
we will see, from LaPierre ' s words it is easy to infer that they seemingly represent all that
is evil in the world; everything that is bad and undesirable. In his frame, it would appear
that their minds are focused on harming anyone and everyone that they can. They are not
victims of mental health issues or those who have inner demons of their own. Instead,
they are inherently evil because they choose to be evil. LaPierre makes this clear when he
uses terms that focus blame onto perpetrators of gun violence, for such derogatory terms
do not lead audiences to question an individual' s mental state . Instead, they are left
blaming the perpetrator without any serious questions about why the violence that they
inflicted seemed necessary in their minds.
The theme that is important to keep in mind for this section is the perpetration of a
certain mean world syndrome from which guns can be the only cure, as they are the way
to protect one ' s self. In other words, LaPierre attempts to get his audience to feel
constantly threatened by the world that they are living in and presents guns as being the
only viable solution, because they are the only way to stop an ever-increasing stream of
threats from harming one ' s self and one ' s family . This world view is perhaps best
encompassed by a quote from LaPierre (20 1 5) himself in a CPAC (Conservative Political
Action Conference) speech:
We live in an age when our nation and her freedoms are increasingly vulnerable from terrorists crossing our borders or embedded within our communities, to the
mentally ill who roam our streets, to the criminal class unleashed upon us by
those who refuse to protect us . The failure and false-heartedness of those in
charge of our safety are going to get more and more of us killed.
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As we can see, the world view that LaPierre embraces and disseminates to wide
audiences is that of a constant, overwhelming threat. In this chapter, we will explore
LaPierre ' s perpetration of this worldview as it occurs on the episodes of Meet the Press
where he was interviewed by David Gregory.
Further, as we will see, in LaPierre ' s frame it would seem that there is nothing we
can do about these homicidal maniacs, because we never know where and when they will
emerge and cause harm to a mass amount of people that are otherwise unsuspecting and
unable to prevent the violence that occurs to them. The only way that we can prevent
these homicidal maniacs is by cracking down on crime and enforcing the laws already on
the books (or so LaPierre would have us believe) . We simply are not hard enough on
crime, as it is. The perplexing thing, though, is that LaPierre does not blame lawmakers because no other laws should be made in his mind, especially regarding guns - nor is it
the fault of the police, who LaPierre readily identifies with, since their organization has a
large membership within the police force. So the question that remains is how to "crack
down" more heavily on crime. Perhaps it is LaPierre ' s intention to blame j udges, who
might fail to properly enforce laws that already exist. Surely, they are the only party that
can be blamed if one omits police and lawmakers. However, as the reader will witness,
the j udges that are "soft" on crime are completely omitted from LaPierre' s scope of
blame.
On the September 22n d , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the Press, LaPierre, in reference to
mental health expansion, suggested that we "fix this broken system right now which
nobody wants to fix." This, without a doubt, is a sentiment that the maj ority of U . S .
citizens can relate to, fo r very few people are completely i n support o f the status quo
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when it comes to the way that the government runs. This i s to b e expected, though, in an
environment that contains such diverse political opinions . LaPierre uses

a

generic term -

i

t

"broken system" - to describe a sys em of government that everyone disagrees with in
!

some way, shape, or form. However, he never specifies exactly the way that he thinks the
government' s handling of mental h� alth is broken nor what it is that he thinks should be
changed. This is appealing to the indiscriminating mind because, for those '.vho are not
critically listening to what he says, L aPierre ' s words will sound true almost 1 00% of the
time. The only exception to this rule are people who agree with governmental decisions
on mental health completely. Those who are listening carefully to the words and noticing
their meaning will be able to realiz� that LaPierre is oversimplifying a complicated
problem. He takes a broad concept -- "the system" - and blames it as

a

whole rather than

suggesting anything specific. All thb while, he keeps guns out of the discussion
completely . After expressing his sentiment about the "broken system,'' he went on to say,
"I'll tell you what's going to happen; : We're going to have this discussion today ; it's on
other channels. When the camera goes off, nobody's going to do anything." In other
words, he is left in a state of comphtte despair and, from the frame he is setting, his
audience should feel his sense of despair as well. There is nothing we can do about the
problem of mental health, because ljlothing significant will be done. It will j ust be

J

discussed by pundits on news chan els, only to be dropped and left the way that it is.
Because of this, LaPierre concludes that:

�

. . . if we leave these homicid l maniacs on the street, they don't obey the law, they
could care less about it, they 're going to kill. The only way you can stop them is
they send up the red flags. It's practically like a plane going down the beach with
a sign behind it saying, ' I'm dangerous, ' and we leave them on the streets (sic).
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On the positive side, at least LaPierre is advocating for mental health expansion in some
form (even though he seems to present it as a lost cause). On the not-so-positive side,
however, it is noteworthy that he presents those who need mental health care as being
"maniacs." They, themselves, are not victims of their own state of mental health or the
society that has shaped it. Instead, LaPierre seems to posit that they are somehow evil or
bad. This can be inferred by the fact that he says that said "homicidal maniacs" do not
obey the law and could care less about it. This subtext here is that they have the option to
do the right things but choose not to because they are inherently bad people . They are
dangerous and maniacal because they do not care about anyone else but themselves. One
might be led to question whether or not any kind of mental health system can work for
individuals that are so inherently bad, but, to LaPierre ' s credit, he does suggest redflagging individuals with mental health issues so that they cannot purchase sophisticated
weaponry with the capacity to kill many people with ease. This risks stigmatization of
individuals with mental health issues, but at least it is a practical solution that could save
many lives.
On March 24 1h , 20 1 3 , about 6 months earlier, Gregory questioned LaPierre by
asking about b ackground checks. He indicated that 90 percent of Americans want

universal background checks and cited a survey from Quinnipiac, who are well known
for their public opinion polls on politics and public policy. He stated that the survey
indicated that "Among those who own guns, 85% suppmi [universal b ackground
checks] ." He then asked LaPierre. "Are you thwarting the will of the American people by
standing in opposition to universal background checks?" LaPierre responded:
No, not at all because here's the thing : The whole thing, universal checks, is a
dishonest premise. There's not a bill on the Hill that provides a universal check.
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Criminals aren't going to be checked. They're not going to do this . The shooters in
Tucson, in Aurora, in Newto'A'n, they're not going to be checked. They're
unrecognizable.

In other words, according to LaPierre, universal background checks (and any other kind
of gun legislation) will never be effective against those who he deems criminally insane,
"homicidal maniacs," because those individual s will never comply . They will, inevitably,
find a way around the background checks that are being proposed because they are so
insane and set upon committing their murderous crimes that a background check could
never stop them. They will, certainly find a way around background checks, even if we
do have them. Even though universal background checks may deter, or at least
inconvenience "homicidal maniacs" from committing the murders that make them who
they are, they will still prevail. They will find some way, whether legal or illegal, to
murder innocent people. This contributes to LaPierre ' s archetype of the "homicidal
maniac." The archetype that LaPierre builds in the minds of his listeners has no regard for
society and laws and will go out of his way to commit a crime with a gun. Laws cannot
stop him because he will always find a way around them.
.
In some small regard, LaPierre is actually right about this . No matter what law is
signed into the books, there will always inevitably be those who break it. However, the
purpose of the law is never to completely stop behaviors that are undesirable. To do so
would be impossible. However, it is a provable fact that when an immoral behavior
becomes against the law, said law works to effectively deter the immoral behavior being
legislated. LaPierre seems to think that laws have no effect and that those who will
commit certain immoral acts will do so, whether or not the law is against them. If this is
true, then, surely, there is no point to having laws against anything from murder to rape;
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from theft to arson; from assault to destruction of property . According to LaPierre ' s
frame, those who will commit a crime do so because they are maniacs, so there is no

f

point to the law itself. We, as a society, might as well j ust not have ny laws at all.
To LaPierre ' s credit, however, he seems to contradict himself in the very same

r

interview by telling about a bill that the N.R.A.-I . L .A. has been wor ing on that will
"hopefully at least get the records of those adjudicated medically incompetent and

1

dangerous into the check system that applies on dealers. " It is a bit dd how he says that

b

no law will ever stop the "homicidal maniacs" from getting sophisti ated weaponry but

f
us that "Most of the states still do not even do that. We need to see ¥ we can get that

then endorses a law to discourage the same people from getting gun . He goes on to tell

done ." Later in the interview he talks about putting "programs like Proj ect Exile in every
American city where, if you' re a drug dealer, a gang member,

a

�

fel n, and you touch a

gun, it' s a 1 00% certainty you're going to be prosecuted and taken off the street."
While LaPierre ' s message of creating laws to save lives, to

ty

knowledge, is

mostly laudable, one must take special note of the language which he uses to describe

1

those who should not own guns. This is true for two reasons : Firstl y it ostracizes those
who have mental disorders and disabilities and "others" them by gr uping them in with

l

those who are "dangerous"; secondly, it trivializes that which is co sidered "not mentally
normal ." In other words, there are a broad spectrum of mental stat

d (read : "disorders"

and "orderly states of mind" that cannot be so obviously categorized into polar

l

categories, as they occur along several spectrums). One may have a rnental disorder
without necessarily being a "homicidal maniac ." For instance, one may have attention
i

deficit disorder, but that would never, in any conceivable scenario, ¢ ause said person to
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go on a murderous rampage . LaPierre refers to those who are not m¢ntally "nomial" as
"those adjudicated mentally incompetent," which seems to be a walk-back of his previous
reference to them as "homicidal maniacs" while still being pej orative and insulting to
those who are suffering from mental disorders. All the while, one ' s level of competency
has nothing to do with their regard for human life and whether or not they would be
willing to kill others.
On the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of Meet The Press

--

previous to the other

two episodes mentioned in this section - LaPierre used much less of the inflammatory
rhetoric that he used on the other two episodes reviewed in this analysis. However,
Wayne LaPierre still ventures into his dangerous frame of "homicidal maniacs" that
damages those who have mental illnesses and clusters them into a narrow frame,
especially considering that they are such a broad category of people. During this episode,
LaPiene mostly damages those suffering from mental illness by clustering them into a
group he frequently refers to as "horrible monsters." The problem wit.h the term "horrible
monsters'' is that it dismisses those who have mental disorders that cause them to murder
without problematizing what it is that caused them to kill in the first place. Questions like
"What was their mental state?" "What causes someone to commit such actions?" and
"How can we help people who are in that mental state?" quickly fall by the wayside
because they have been discarded as "horrible monsters."
LaPierre begins by responding to a question by Gregory about the effectiveness of
armed guards in school, saying "I mean I don' t understand why you can't, j ust for a
minute, imagine that when that horrible monster tried to shoot his way into Sandy Hook
School, that if a good guy with a gun had been there, he might have been able to stop . . .

FRAMING GUN VIOLENCE

46

/

(emphasis added)" At this point, LaPierre is interrupted by Gregory, but the fact of the
I

matter is that we can clearly see that LaPierre is labeling those suffering from mental
illnesses as "horrible monsters." While one could make a reasonable argument that
LaPierre is not referring to everyone suffering from mental illness, it is my sincere belief
that, whether or not he is doing it intentionally, LaPierre ' s frame still does work to
damage the image society has of those who are suffering from mental illness specifically those who have an illness that plays a part in them committing a crime with a
gun. The reason for this is because, as we look at LaPierre' s context, it is clear that he is
vilifying anyone who commits a gun crime, not j ust the shooter at Sandy Hook School.
He is making such terms commonplace to use about those who commit murder. This is
not necessarily controversial, but the fact remains that dismissive tem1s do not
problematize specific mental health issues and attempt to fix them. So, while the shooter
may

be a "horrible monster" in the minds of some, it is important for us to understand

him for what he is - a person with

a

mental disorder (or perhaps several mental disorders)

who, because of his disorder(s), felt like it was okay to commit horrific acts that would
not be acceptable in the mind of a sane person.
Later on in the same episode, LaPierre refers to the idea that "We have a mental
health system in this country that has completely and totally collapsed. We have no
national database of these lunatics." While the first statement may, at least in part, be
true, the second uses ad hominem attacks and, in effect, pigeonholes people suffering
from mental illness. This frame takes a large group of individuals who are classified as
mentally ill and casts them, in their entirety, as being "lunatics," "homicidal maniacs,"
and "mentally disturbed. " While one may be inclined to believe that he is only referring
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to those who commit murders with guns, that sentiment would be incorrect because
LaPierre is talking about individuals with mental disorders who have not yet committed
an act of murder who belong on a "national database ." Those who have already
committed murder are, presumably, already in prison. Therefore, LaPierre is casting the
entire population of those who have mental disorders as "lunatics."
LaPierre furthers his fear-mongering by continuing to say
I talked to a police officer the other day . He said, ' Wayne, ' he said, ' let me tell
you this . Every police officer walking the street knows a lunatic that ' s out there,
some mentally disturbed person that ought to be in an institution, is out walking
the street because they dealt with the institutional side. They didn't want mentally
ill in institutions . So they put them all back on the streets. And then nobody
thought what happens when you put all these mentally ill people back on the
streets, and what happens when they start taking their medicine . ' We have a
completely cracked mentally ill system that' s got these monsters walking the
streets. And we ' ve got to deal with the underlying causes and connections if we ' re
ever going to get the truth in this country and stop this.
This particular segment brings forth several concerns. The first, and most glaring, is that
it classifies all who are mentally ill as being "lunatics" that lurk in our very own
neighborhoods and backyards. In fact, every single police officer somehow knows a
"mentally disturbed" person that is out wandering the streets, seemingly j ust waiting to
commit an act of mass murder in LaPierre ' s frame. The problem is the mental health
system, not the fact that almost anyone, almost anywhere can buy a gun at almost any
time. While it would be hard to argue that the mental health system in the United States is
completely sufficient and always properly helps those in need of its services, it would be
even harder to argue that the problem of mass murder within the United States is
exclusively a mental health issue. There are many other factors that may play into the fact
that one commits an act of mass murder: anything from one ' s family life to the
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accessibility of guns. Further, it would be difficult to confirm the claim that there are
"lunatics" out roaming the street en masse, j ust waiting to commit gun crimes because the
mental health system has failed them. Instead, many of the individuals that commit acts
of mass murder and other horrific crimes are often largely undetectable; they show little
or no symptoms of sociopathic tendencies before committing the cri ri1es for which
society rebukes them.

The "Good Guys With Guns" and The Laws That Inhibit Them

Another theme that repeatedly emerges in LaPierre ' s public address, including in
his interviews on Meet the Press, is that of the "good guys with guns," who defend
themselves, their families, their neighborhoods, and society at large. These "good guys"
are not limited to the police for, as LaPierre will explain, they cannot possibly respond in
a timely manner to the ever-looming threat of violence from "horrible monsters" explored
in the previous section of this chapter. Instead, the "good guys with guns" also include
average, day-to-day citizens who are compelled to own and use firearms in a threatening
world to protect themselves and the innocent around them from the threat of "bad guys
with guns. " As LaPierre (20 1 5) said: "We, individually are in charge of our security . . . our
own family ' s safety and . . . we ' re in charge of our neighborhoods, schools, towns, and
cities where we live ." The only problem in this frame and narrative are the politicians
who are working hard to make things harder for legal gun owners to buy, possess, and
sell firearms, as LaPierre would have it. Any additional safety that may be reaped from
the laws made by these politicians, according to LaPierre, will , without a doubt, be offset
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and overshadowed by the fact that they make guns harder to buy, possess, and sell for
"good guys." As LaPierre (20 1 2) put it himself: "They perpetuate the dangerous notion
that one more gun ban or one more law imposed on peaceable people will protect us
where 20,000 other laws have failed."
On December 1 4t\ 20 1 2 the shootings at Sandy Hook Elementary School
occurred. Four days later, on December 1 8t\ 20 1 2, Wayne LaPierre promised that the
N .R.A. would "Offer meaningful contributions to help make sure this never happens
again." On December 2 1 st, 20 1 2 Wayne LaPierre made a speech to the press in which he
said "The only thing that stops a bad guy with a gun is a good guy with a gun." Shortly
after, on the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of Afeet the Press, David Gregory asked him
about his statement: "But conceding that guns play any role, that ' s a meaningful
contribution?" LaPierre responded:
I ' m telling you what I think will make people safe. And what every mom and dad
will make them feel better (sic) when they drop their kid off at school in January,
is if we have a police officer in that school, a good guy, that if some horrible
monster tries to do something, they ' ll be there to protect them.
In this excerpt, LaPierre makes it clear that one such instance of a "good guy with a gun"
is

an

armed police officer. The police officer, in this case, is the hero that is in opposition

to the anti-hero of this situation that is a "horrible monster. " In other words, the police
officer (read: good guy with a gun) is the protagonist and the "horrible monster," or
shooter, in this situation is the antagonist. The only way for our hero protagonist to win
the battle against the "horrible monster" antagonist and thereby save the innocent is to be
in possession of a gun, in the frame of LaPierre. The "good guys with guns" are there to
protect and serve the innocent, and are, in fact, members of the innocent class themselves.
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The simple fact o f the matter, however, i s that i n LaPierre ' s frame, good guys must
possess guns because bad guys do and it makes them more powerful. The only way for
heroes to rise to the occasion is to possess sophisticated weaponry themselves. It is also
noteworthy that LaPierre dodges Gregory' s question completely . Gregory asks him if
guns play any meaningful role and LaPierre uses a red herring statement to avoid
answering the question. Instead, he starts talking about how there should be more guns.
This avoids the subj ect completely and, because of which, dismisses it as having any
validity at all.
Later on in the same episode, LaPierre tells the world that he has "people all over
the country calling [him] saying, ' Wayne, I went to bed safer last night because I have a
firearm. Don't let the media try to make this a gun issue . ' " Here we see that LaPierre not
only advocates for the armament of police officers, but also of the average citizen. This
glosses over the scientific evidence that owning a gun has been linked to higher risks of
homicide (Grassel, Wintemute, Wright, & Romero, 2003), suicide (Dahlberg, Ikeda, &
Kresnow, 2004), and accidental death (Wiebe, 2003) because in LaPierre ' s frame, which
is an emotional rather than logical one, the world is made safer by the proliferation of
guns and ammunition. Since the "bad guys" have them, we might as well fight back by
having them too . It makes us feel safer, even if statistically it does not actually make us
safer. But LaPierre only reports on the sentiments, rather than the logical facts about gun
violence, because the facts do not fit his framework and anything that does not fit, for
him, must be omitted.
LaPierre once again reiterates his hero v. anti-hero frame later in the episode after
Gregory questions him about armed guards in school by asking about the shootings in
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Columbine, Colorado at Columbine High School in 1 999, where a school resource officer
was employed but failed to stop the two shooters from killing 1 3 people ( 1 5 if you
consider the suicide-deaths of the shooters themselves) and inj uring 24. LaPierre, without
a decent retort to defend his frame iterates to "Look at the facts at Columbine. They ' ve
changed every police procedure since Columbine." This is a questionable claim since
changing every police procedure would be ridiculous, at best. He then continues saying :
I mean I don't understand why you can't, j ust for a minute, imagine that when
that horrible monster tried to shoot his way into Sandy Hook School, that if a
good guy with a gun had been there, he might have been able to stop . . . "
At this point he is cut off by Gregory, but the final word "him" is easy to infer. It is
noteworthy that LaPierre never really appeals to the audience or Gregory ' s faculty of
logical reasoning . Instead, he practically begs his listeners to "imagine" a scenario in
which a "good guy with a gun" was there and able to stop a horrific tragedy . However,
this fantasy within the frame of LaPierre appeals more to the audience ' s nostalgia for
films like Die Hard, old western movies, and other action flicks more than it does to any
logical evidence . In real life, there are not any action heroes (at least not commonly) . But
to an audience that is prone to believe that they can be a real-life action hero, the message
of LaPierre may resonate loudly.
After Gregory questions LaPierre again about how many guards need to be on
campus and if it is sufficient to simply have them at the front of the school, he skirts the
question and, again, uses a somewhat emotional appeal :
Why can't we protect our most precious resource? Look, there was a Secret
Service study that was done, okay? You know what it showed? It showed that the
police, trying to get there in time, only stopped 25% of the shooters. The rest of
them are either stopped by somebody in the system or they tum the gun on

, I
'.
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good guy in the

Firstly, LaPierre frames the issue as being binary: there are those who want to protect,
"our most precious resource," or children, and those who do not. Never does he address
Gregory ' s questions about how many guards will be needed and where we should put
them. Instead, he pairs his perspective as being on the side of protecting "our mo st
precious resource," and the side of anyone who possesses a spectrum of multiple other
perspectives as being on the side that is against protecting children. However, this binary
thinking is flawed at best. One could think that the proliferation of guns is not necessarily
the answer to the problem and still believe that our "most precious resource" should still
be protected.
Secondly, LaPierre complains about police response time . He cites a statistic that
25% of shooters were stopped by police and that the other 75% were stopped by other
methods. The Secret Service study that LaPierre cited is either hard to find or completely
made up, because I was unable to find such a study despite an extensive search. However,
I was able to find an FBI report (Federal Bureau of lnvestigation, 20 1 3 ) that noted that

56.3% of the shootings ended by the shooter ' s own initiative - either by suicide, stopping
shooting, or fleeing the scene of the crime. 1 3 . 1 % of incidents were ended after unarmed
citizens safely and successfully restrained the shooter. In only 4.4% of the incidents an
armed citizen or off-duty police officer engaged the shooter, resulting in the shooter' s
death. Needless to say, the chances o f successfully engaging a shooter as a citizen and
stopping them is less than 5%, or 1 in 20. If police time is not sufficient, and neither is
citizen response, what is? Could the problem be that criminals are allowed to access guns
easily rather than that "good guys" are unable to access guns? Wayne LaPierre clearly
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does not think s o and is not willing to engage i n any kind o f meaningful discussion about
the topic.
In a later interview, on March 2 3 rd of 20 1 3 , LaPierre appeared on the program
again to follow up an interview with Michael Bloomberg, the mayor of New York City at
the time, who is also an advocate for stricter gun regulations and donor to organizations
that help to regulate guns. LaPierre quickly denounces Bloomberg as being a rich and
ignorant fool who "can't spend enough of his $27 billion to try to impose his will on the
American public." He then declares that his organization receives all sorts of donations
from "millions of people, sending us $5, $ 1 0, $ 1 5 , $20 checks saying ' Stand up to this
guy that says ridiculous things like, "The N .R.A. wants firearms with nukes on them.""'
Gregory then asks LaPierre about background checks and reveals that a
Qunnipiac poll indicated that 90% of Americans want universal background checks and
that 85% of gun owners also support background checks. LaPierre quickly dismisses this
claim by saying
The whole thing, universal checks, is a dishonest premise. There ' s not a bill on
the Hill that provides a universal check. Criminals aren' t going to be checked.
They ' re not going to do this. The shooters in Tucson, in Aurora, in Newtown,
they ' re not going to be checked. They ' re unrecognizable. N . R.A. supported the
nation instant check system on dealers.
In other words, the image that LaPierre is framing is one of inconvenience to lawful gun
owners. Since criminals will never submit to universal background checks, why even
bother? He completely dismisses the notion that universal background checks may serve
as an effective deterrent. Instead, he simply states that criminals (read: "homicidal
maniacs") are criminals and by their criminal nature will al ways find

a

way around the

system. However, one could speculate that this statement may only be true for extremely
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determined criminals . Most, perhaps, would be turned down by a background check and
then give up, not knowing where else to go to purchase a weapon that they can inflict
massive amounts of harm with. Others that are more determined, may, in fact, seek out
black market weapons. LaPierre focuses exclusively on this group and frames them as
being the rule, rather than the exception. To a discerning mind, this will appear to be a
rather extreme outlook.
LaPierre continues, saying,
We' re $ 1 billion into this system now. It' s not fair, it' s not accurate, it' s not
instant. The mental health records are not in the system, and they don't prosecute
any of the criminals that they catch. It' s a speed bump for the law abiding. It
slows down the law abiding and does nothing to anybody else .
While it would be hard to argue that background checks are a "speed bump" for "good
guys with guns," it would also be hard to argue that it does not slow down or stop others
from obtaining weapons that can cause an extreme amount of harm in a very short
amount of time. In LaPierre ' s frame, the last thing that we want to do is to slow down a
"good guy" who is trying to get his hands on a gun, for that would make him unable to
defend himself and others for a longer period of time than is necessary .
It is also noteworthy that LaPierre avoids talking about the things that he does not
want to by using red herring fallacies. In other words, he avoids the issues that he finds
inconvenient by only talking about the parts of the issue where he is either correct or has
a somewhat decent stance. For every question Gregory asks LaPierre, LaPierre has a
talking point that diminishes or completely avoids the question. In this way, Meet the

Press is a very effective platform for LaPierre to disseminate his frame to the general
public; it appears to be a program that has little or no bias and features guests from all
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sides o f the political spectrum, but it also avoids holding those guests to any rigorous
standards in their logic, reasoning, and ability to answer questions. In other words, if one
cannot come up with an answer that is reasonable for the general public on Meet the

Press, they are allowed to avoid the question altogether or bring up something else .
Gregory then asks LaPierre about creating and implementing a system where guns
that are used in crimes could be more easily traced. LaPierre follows up by saying :
We' ve been trying for 20 years, and the N.R.A. is up on the Hill right now trying
to get thi s existing system on retail dealers to work. But here ' s what they want to
do. They want to take this current mess of a system and expand it now to 1 00
million law-abiding gun owners . Every time a hunter wants to sell a shotgun to
another hunter in Kentucky, every time a farmer wants to sell a rifle to another
farmer, they want to make them go somewhere. Where are we go, down to a
Wahnart? I s Walmart going to want to see them walk in the door? The local
police station, are they going to want do it? There ' s going to be a bureaucracy,
there ' s going to be a diversion of police resources.
In other words, hunters should be allowed to sell guns to other hunters without a
background check and farmers . should be able to sell guns to other farmers without a
background check. In LaPierre ' s frame, this inconvenience simply is not worth it,
especially since criminals are going to get ahold of guns no matter what we do.
Therefore, it is senseless to try to prevent a good guy with

a

gun from selling it to a bad

guy, who will then become a bad guy with a gun, because he is going to get it anyway .
All that trying to stop bad guys with guns does is to inconvenience more good guys with
guns, and that, quite simply, just isn't worth it; especially when it involves more
bureaucracy .
Gregory then asks LaPierre if the bureaucracy is worth it instead of "a big
loophole where you have 40% of sales, private sales, one on one where you' ve got no
.
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ability to trace it." LaPierre quickly resorts to his usual tactic o f changing the subj ect by
using a red herring or, in this case, several red herrings:
Here ' s the loophole : Society, the H.I.P .A.A. laws, the mental health laws, the
medical records. The Adam Lanzas, the shooters in Aurora, the shooters in
Newtown, they ' re unrecognizable. They ' re not going to be in the system. Who is
going to be in the system? You and me, and our names are going to be in the
system. There is going to be a list created; that list will be abused. Some
newspaper will print it all. Somebody will hack it. There will be a registry .
Obama' s own Justice Department says they want a registry on this thing.
Here we see LaPierre rej ect anything that does not fit his frame by pointing out other
problems. He refuses to discuss closing the infamous gun show loophole and, instead,
brings up how we do not have comprehensive access to mental health records which we
could use to do background checks on individuals purchasing a gun. While this is a
reasonable point, and it' s hard to deny that some kind of action should be taken in this
realm, it is a completely separate subj ect from closing the gun show loophole. But, in
LaPierre ' s world, this is the real issue and it is the one that needs to be focused on.
But as LaPierre goes on to say, he wants to fix the existing system because "our
people are the ones that are going through it and are getting delayed. Jt doesn' t work." In
other words, the small inconvenience of having a delay when you purchase a deadly
weapon j ust is not worth it, no matter how many lives it saves. The fact of the matter, for
LaPierre, is that if there are enough "good guys with guns" out there, then we will not
have to worry about the "bad guys with guns" who slip through the cracks . There will
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j ust be a "good guy with a gun" waiting for him when he goes out to ommit a crime. If
everyone in society is constantly fearful, no one will be able to commit crimes because
the ever-vigilant "good guys" will be ever ready to take on the "bad guys" with their
guns .
LaPierre also attempts to instill fear into the listening audience by noting how
there will be a registry created and, somehow, it will fall into the hands of individuals
who will do something ominous with it. LaPierre never actually indicates what ominous
act will occur and who it will be instigated by, but he makes it clear that there will be an
incident and that it will be bad unless the N.R.A. and people like them stop it. This
positions the N.R.A. and "good guys with guns" as being an innocent, good force while
the government and anyone who wants to track gun ownership as being bad, or at the
very least, needing to be kept in check.
Later on, Gregory brings up the subject of limiting clip size so that not as many
people can be killed without the shooter having to reload. LaPierre resorts to a tactic that
is frequently used by those who glorify guns and their use (in my own personal
experience) - de � eaning people who are not as educated about guns and their subtleties.
LaPierre says that the tactic of limiting clip rounds to 1 0 instead of 30 does not work:
Here ' s why the whole thing doesn't work. It was lied into law ten years ago ; it
didn't work. The studies show it didn't work. Anybody that knows anything about
firearms knows that the AR- 1 5 , which uses a .223 cartridge, this is the very low
end of the power spectrum of rifle cartridges. Every round that deer hunters use is
more powerful: .243 , .270, . 3 08, .2506, 7 millimeter. This whole thing about the
fact they ' re machine guns (sic), they ' re different, they make bigger holes, they
have rapid fire ; it' s all a lie. Gun owners know that. They may be a victim of the
lies, but they know the truth.
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LaPierre repeats, over and over, that limiting clip size to fewer than 1 0 rounds being
effective is a lie. He so strongly believes his perspective - or at least wants his audience
to so badly - that he repeats it over and over again, rather than using any kind of factual
evidence. He then starts defending the guns that shoot multiple rounds as being,
essentially, harmless. The fact of the matter, though, is that no matter how "harmless"
they may seem from his description, they are still guns that can be used to kill people .
Having more rounds only ensures that they are more deadly than they were before.
It is also interesting to note that LaPierre, again uses a red herring here. It seems
as if he is on topic because, in a roundabout way he is kind of answering the question.
However, upon further inspection, one will note that instead of talking about clip size
with Gregory, LaPierre instead talks about the power of the bullets in particular rifles. He
seems to say that "If the bullet is not as powerful as others that are available, it should not
.

.

matter what the clip size is." The discussion is not about the amount of damage that can
be done with a particular size clip. Instead, it is about how strong the bullets in the clip
are .
LaPierre, right before the end of the interview, points out how "what' s appalled
[him] about this whole debate is how little it' s had to do with making people safe, and
how much it has to do with this decade agenda to attack the second amendment." In this
statement, he defends the second amendment as if it were a persecuted individual while
ignoring the D. C. v Heller case that determined that reasonable restrictions on gun
ownership could be imposed to ensure the safety of people in society. In other words, his
frame sees anyone trying to protect their friends and families by putting reasonable
restrictions on gun ownership as attacking the very structure of the law and our society
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itself. Guns, for LaPierre are an integral part of society that cannot be attacked.
Almost exactly six months later, LaPierre was interviewed, once again, on Meet
the

Press with David Gregory . This time, his appearance was in response to a shooting

that happened on a naval yard in Washington on September 1 61h of 20 1 3 that killed 1 3 ,
including the perpetrator. LaPierre, toward the beginning of the interview, begins by
stating that "the whole country . . . knows the problem is there weren ' t enough good guys
with guns. When the good guys with guns got there, it stopped." In this excerpt, LaPierre
frames the idea that a lack of his so-called "good guys with guns" is the problem in the
world and their proliferation is the solution. If we had more "good guys with guns" then
there would not be as many crimes committed. In LaPierre ' s view, this is obvious. We
can infer that he thinks so by his saying "the whole country . . . knows the problem."
Instead of framing it in the way that most ordinary citizens do, viewing gun violence as
the problem, LaPierre shifts the frame and attempts to make the public "realize" that the
problem actually is the lack of "good guys with guns" out there to stop the "bad guys
with guns ."
Gregory then questions LaPierre :
. . .let' s just focus on the security aspect because it can be the sliding scale where
you do have armed guards there, but now there ' s not enough armed guards? And
when it comes to schools, if only we had an armed guard, and then we had
teachers who had weapons, then we could stop it. I mean, where does it stop?
In other words, this incident seems to stand in sharp contrast to what LaPierre said in his
l ast interview in March -- that all we need is a single armed guard in a school. Instead, if
one follows LaPierre ' s line of thought and world frame, it would seem that he is trying to
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say that we need more and more armed guards at schools, navy bases, and every other
public place in the United States. LaPierre responds:
How could anybody look at what happened this week and say rhere was enough
security there? I mean, there was one guy, a private security firm. God bless him,
he ran toward the fire. There were six others there that were guarding the gates . . .
We need to turn seven minutes ' response, we heed to turn 3 0 minutes before they
bring down the shooter into seven seconds and 3 0 seconds. That' s what we need
to be doing, and that ' s what I ' m talking about with armed response. There' s not a
homeowner in northern Virginia that, if somebody ' s breaking in their door, would
be satisfied with 30 minutes.
LaPierre begins this statement by flat-out saying that we need a tremendous surge of
security . So the one armed guard that he proposed being at schools is not enough
anymore (a huge change in six months ' time) . Instead, his frame now indicates that we
need many armed guards, othenvise no place can possibly be safe. He then lashes out at
the response time for shooters in c:m attempt to bolster the fact that more "good guys with
guns" are necessary because there is no way that we will be able to cut down response
time to what is necessary to defend innocent people against "bad guys with guns. "

\\'hat Does Not Work (Gun Legislation) and What Works

Though vehemently against most laws regarding guns and their use, LaPierre does
express several opinions regarding what could potentially work in the political arena to
prevent gun violence . It is noteworthy, though, that most of these suggestions fall outside
of the realm of legislating guns, who can buy them, and what accessories can be used
with them. This should be obvious from the previous section where I explored, in some
depth, LaPierre ' s statement that "The only thing that stops a bad guy 'Nith a gun is a good
guy with a gun." In this section, we will explore what LaPierre believes works and what
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he believes does not in terms of legal action. I n short, this section will explore how
LaPierre refuses to believe that any legislation regarding guns will have any positive
effect and how other solutions that are not related to guns and gun ownership will. In his
frame, criminals work outside of the frame of the law, thereby preventing any law
regarding guns and obtaining them from working. As LaPierre (20 1 6) said on Face the

Nation, "You can't save the country with politics. The politically correct policies of the
White House are intruding right now . . . It' s all being politicized with the politically
correct White House nose and fingers in areas where they don't belong." Clearly, as we
will see, LaPierre believes (and implores others to believe) that politics do not belong in
the area of gun regulation. However, other laws do have the possibility of working 
particularly those that "crack down" on criminals. While this is broad and somewhat
vague, and LaPierre never clarifies what he means by this nor whom it is that he believes
should do the "cracking down," this is framed as a solution by LaPierre (albeit
oversimplified) . He does elaborate enough to tell us that he believes that the laws already
on the books (presumably regarding guns) should be enforced more rigorously . His
.
vi ewpoint for this section can be best summarized in his own words (LaPierre, 20 1 5) :
Every day the media tell u s we need j ust one more law, j ust one more gun ban,
j ust one more restriction on the rights of law-abiding gun owners to prevent
violent crime . The story they should be telling is how few of the laws already on
the books are enforced against the people who actually do us harm : armed,
violent, dangerous criminals. Instead, politicians waste their time and your tax
dollars pushing nanny-state social schemes and gun laws that cnly disarm good
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people . In other words, not only do they refuse to protect us, they also want to
deny us the ability to protect ourselves .
This chapter wi ll explore how these themes are disseminated to the audience of Meet the

Press, thereby perpetuating the viewpoint about what will and will not work, legally
speaking, in the frame ofWayne LaPierre .
While the other two episodes of Meet the Press mentioned in this work seem to
lack a significant, substantive conversation of legal action to prevent gun violence, the
December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of the program focuses almost exclusively on legal action.
It is noteworthy that this may, in part, be because LaPierre is an expert at dodging
questions that pertain to gun legislation. He will bring up other subjects all while ignoring
questions posed to him about gun legislation, almost never answering the questions
themselves. The fact that the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of ll1eet the Press focused
almost exclusively on gun legislation makes sense because the episode occurred after the
shooting that occurred in N ewtmvn, Conneticut at Sandy Hook Elementary School.
Lawmakers and everyday citizens alike were scrambling to find solutions to the problem
of mass shootings that will prevent them from occurring on future occasions. To find a
solution, or set of solutions, to this problem would ensure that such a tragedy would
never again happen in the United States - or such was the hope of a great many people
whose lives were effected by such a horrific act of gun violence.
On this epi sode, Gregory tried various times to get LaPierre to clarify his
viewpoint, asking him whether or not guns played any role in the violence. LaPierre
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skirts around the question by suggesting other legal actions, such as having a mandatory
police officer in every school. He then says that the N.R.A. is
. . . going to support an immediate appropriation before Congress to put police
officers in every school. And we ' re going to work with [Congressman] Asa
Hutchinson, who has agreed to work with us to put together a voluntary program,
drawing on retired military, drawing on former Secret Service, and all these
people that can actually go in and make our kids safe. That' s the one thing, the
one thing that we can do .
While this does not directly address gun legislation, like Gregory is trying to ask about, it
does show that the N.R.A. is working with Congress to try to implement legislation to
make sure that all schools are guarded by armed guards. So, this, obvi ously, is something
that LaPierre and the N.R.A. believe will work legislation-wise. It would be hard to
disagree that having more armed guards protecting the children of the U . S . in their
schools would help to prevent acts of gun violence. It would also be hard to argue that it
would stop them completely.
When Gregory follows up by asking if this is the one and only thing that we can
do to keep our children safe, LaPierre immediately begins to talk about meaningful
measures to prevent gun violence by legi slating guns (A.K.A., "gun control"). He say s :
Gun

control, you could ban all Dianne Feinstein' s (sic), you could d o whatever
she wants to do with magazines, it' s not going to make any kid safer. We' ve got
to get the real problems, the real causes . And that ' s what the N .R.A. is trying to
do .

By saying this, he frames any measure which he deems "gun control," or laws regarding
guns, as ineffective . He says that they will not make any kid safer, b ut he fails to cite any
meaningful evidence or sources. He also frames them as being "fake" causes, by saying
that his measures "get the real problems, the real causes." However, the critical element
in any mass shooting is that which the shooter uses to cause the shooting. If the shooter
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does not have access to a gun, they cannot commit a mass shooting. LaPierre completely
disregards this notion. He completely avoids Gregory ' s question about if there is
anything else that we can do to keep our children safe and instead says that he is dealing
with the "real problems. " He is completely vague with this, though, and never addresses
how keeping children safe is not a "real problem." He also never lets the listening
audience know what the "real problems" are, j ust simply that they are being dealt with by
the N .R.A.
Later in the episode, Gregory implores LaPierre to consider that it may be
possible that some form of gun legislation could help to save lives. He says "And the
standard is, if it' s possible, your words, if it' s possible that lives could be spared,
shouldn't we try that? That' s your standard, isn't it?" LaPierre responds by saying "You
can't legislate morality. Legislation works on the sane . Legislation works on the law
abiding." Through this, LaPierre creates a paradox. If legislation only works on the law
abiding, then what sense is there in having any laws in the first place? In LaPierre' s
frame,

those who are moral are moral and those who are not are not. There i s nothing,

legally, we can do to change that. However, LaPierre ' s argument is

an

argument for a

society that lacks any sort of laws at all. For LaPierre 's fran1e, though, this is what works:
a society for the moral and by the moral, who all carry guns and enforce morality with
them.
Later, Gregory moves on and asks about a ban on extended clips, limiting clip
size to five or ten bullets. LaPierre says that he doesn't "believe that' s going to make one
difference. There are so many ways to evade that, even if you had that." In other words,
criminals will get around the limit

on

clip size,

so

why even try? In LaPierre ' s frame,
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again, "You cannot legislate morality .'' He then goes on to express that Columbine
occurred in the middle of a limit on clip size, but that it did not make any difference .
While this may b e true, it i s impossible t o tell i f there were various other shootings
involving large clips that would have occurred. It is also possible that if there were not a
ban on large clips at this time, the shooters in Columbine may have done a lot more
damage than they did. After all, limits on clip size are not about stopping violence
"

entirely; but, rather, about stopping the amount harmed or killed in mass shootings. But
this is not even worth speculating about in LaPierre ' s frame, since "you cannot legislate
morality . " It makes one question the morality that LaPierre is legislating with his
proposal to have armed guards at every school. People will always find ways to get
around them anyway; at le ast according to LaPierre ' s line of argume nt .
Gregory then asks LaPierre about the logistics of the situation. He cites Larry
Alan Bums, who supports the N.R.A. and was a j udge that sentenced Jared Loughner the perpetrator in a 20 1 1 shooting that occurred in Arizona, where Congresswoman
Gabby Giffords was critically wounded and several others were fatally shot. According to
Gregory, Burns wrote in the Los Angeles Times:
Bystanders got to the Tucson shooter, Jared Loughner and subdued him only after
he emptied one 3 0-round magazine and was trying to load another. Adam Lanza,
the Newtown shooter, chose his primary · weapon as a semi-automatic rifle with
3 0-round magazines. And we don't even bother to call the 1 00-rounder that James
Helmes is accused of emptying in an Aurora, Colorado movie theater a magazine,
it' s a drum. How is this not an argument for regulating the number of rounds a
gun can fire? I get it. Someone bent on mass murder, who has only a ten-round
magazine or a revolver at his disposal probably is not going to. abandon his plan
and instead try to talk his problems out. But we might be able to take the "mass"
out of "mass shooting," or at least make the perpetrator' s j ob 'a bit harder.
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LaPierre simply follows up to this quote by saying "I don't think it will. I will keep
saying it, and you j ust won't accept it. It' s not going to work." So instead of facts,
statistics, and evidence that we should try something that may work, LaPierre ' s frame
relies on speculation. He doesn't think it will work, so it will not work. If those who
disagree, or at least j ust want to try it, voice their opinions, LaPierre will repeat, ad

infinitum, his opinion. He proceeds, "I ' ll tell you what would work." He then informs
Gregory and the audience that he thinks that expanding the background check database to
include all of those who are declared "lunatics," in LaPierre ' s words. Gregory objects by
stating that there are privacy laws and states that are not contributing to a national
registry. It is imp01tant to notice here how LaPierre shows no regard for creating a
registry of those with mental illness despite how fearful he is of a registry for those who
own potentially violent weapons.
Gregory asks LaPierre, then, if background checks are also part of the issue, since
LaPierre does not feel that laws regarding ammunition are the way to go. He mentions
that 40% of all gun sales are done without a background check. LaPierre retorts that
"There is not a gun show loophole . It' s illegal for felons to do anything like that, to buy
guns." In other words, "You cannot legislate morality." If a criminal wants to buy a gun,
due to his immoral nature, he will do it anyway, regardless of what kind of iaws exist,
according to the way that LaPierre frames the situation. Gregory retorts by asking "But if
you want to check and screen more thoroughly for the mentally ill, why not screen more
thoroughly for everybody and eliminate the fact that 40% can buy a weapon without any
background check?" LaPierre then responds that the U . S . never prosecutes anyone under
the federal gun laws right now, in an attempt to distract from Gregory ' s question without
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his feet and lets LaPierre know that is

not a response to his question. He then confronts LaPierre about his shifty tactics when it
comes to answering questions :
What l hear you saying is, "Well, we can't do anything about the high capacity
ammunition magazines because it simply won't work," yet you' re proposing
things that you don't know will completely work. But you're into the art of the
possible, because your standard is anything that has a chance to work we ought to
try, except when it has to do with guns and ammunition. Don't you see that
people see that as a complete dodge?
To Gregory ' s credit, he really keeps LaPierre on his feet with this question. But LaPierre,
again, draws a red herring across his trail :
You know what the N .R.A. supports, David? N.R.A. supports what works, and we
always have'. We funded the Child Safety Program. We have accidents down to
one tenth of what they used to be. We have supported prison building. We have
supported programs like Proj ect Exile where, every time you catch a criminal
with a gun, a drug dealer with a gun, a violent felon with a gun, you prosecute
him l 00% of the time. If you want to control violent criminals, take them off the
street. That' s what every police officer out there knows works. We' ve supported
the Instant Check System. We supported getting these records into the Instant
Check List.
While LaPierre mentions some meaningful programs that he frames as the solution to the
problem of gun violence, the fact remains that this is just a dodge from the question
proposed about whether expanding background checks may possibly work. Instead,
LaPierre keeps dishing out different proposals that are not on-topic. Needless to say,
expanded background checks will not work in LaPierre ' s frame. However, one might ask
why the programs he proposes might work since, as he say s, "you cannot legislate
morality . " Will criminals not j ust ignore the laws that he proposes too ·and find a way to
commit crimes ejt11er way?
Later in the same episode, Gregory asks,

FRAMING

GUN VI OLENCE

68

What about being part of this panel that' s convened by the president, by the vice
president? Are you interested in a conversation with the administration about gun
safety measures?
LaPieITe responds by saying that if the panel is about gun safety, then Congressman Asa
Hutchinson would be the best possible person to represent the N.R.A. However, "If it' s a
panel that' s j ust going to be . . . trying to destroy the second amendment," then he is not
interested in being on it. "The American public supports their freedom s. N.R.A. is not
going to let people lose the second amendment in thi s country," which he notes "is
supported by the overwhelming maj ority of the American people ." In other words,
LaPierre will not even participate in a conversation about what legal r;1easures might be
imposed to ensure the safety of the public in the U . S . if the conversation has anything to
do with guns (it is important to note, at this point, that not all conversations about
reasonable laws should be regarded

as

a threat to the second amendment,

as

reasonable

measures to ensure public safety have been decided by the Supreme Court to be within
the legal boundaries of the second amendment) . This almost does not need to be
ment] oned, though, because he makes that point quite clear throughout his interview with
David Gregory by his attempts to skirt the question every single time he is asked about
gun legislation.
LaPierre summarizes his position best later in the interview:
Look, a gun is a tool. The problem is the criminal. Every police officer that walks
the street knows, if you want to control violent crime, take criminals off the street.
You got programs like Richmond, Virginia, where they had one of the worst
murder rates in the country until they put out the word, "If you're a drug dealer on
'
the street with a gun, we 're going to pick you up, and you re going to federal
prison." They changed criminal behavior in that country and immediately cut
murder with guns by 6 0 -- 70%. That' s what works. Criminals operate outside the
system. Lunatics could care less. You' ve got to get them off the street. You' ve got
to get them into treatment. And we 're not doing that in this country.
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In essence, criminals do not care about laws and will do what they are going to do
anyway, but we just have to crack down on them even harder and institutionalize those
who will commit crimes. Making it harder for them to get guns will not change the
problem, in LaPierre ' s world. Only busting criminals will . "You cannot legislate
morality ." This is a bit paradoxical, though, since police officers cannot arrest individuals
who have not committed

a

crime . So "cracking down" on criminals would require that

there are specific laws being broken that need to be "cracked down"

on.

So without

further legislation, it is kind of difficult to "crack down" on individual s for violating said
legislation.
In the March 24th , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the Press, LaPierre again continues to
iterate his point about beefing up current laws :
We are working on a bill right now that will hopefully at least get the records of
those adj udicated medically incompetent and dangerous into the check system
that applies on dealers. Most of the states still do not even do that. We need to see
if we can get that done. We' re looking to get better enforcement of the federal gun
laws. We' re looking into laws to beef up the penalties on straw purchases, and
illegal trafficking, which we want prosecuted . . . We want to make people safo;
that' s what the N.R.A. does every day.
This goal seems to be a noble part of LaPierre ' s frame . Even though h,e denies that
reasonable gun measures will have any effect, and that laws in general will have any
effect due to the lawlessness of criminals in general, he does endorse making the laws
already on the books better and enforcing them better. This is a reasonable solution that
LaPierre poses. However, it is hard to say whether or not the laws already on the books
are being properly enforced. So, while he may be right that part of the solution may be to
better (or more properly} enforce the laws that are already in existenCy, he may also be
incorrect.
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Later in the episode, LaPierre brings the example of Chicago to support his point.
He says that Chicago ranks 90th in terms of enforcement of federal gun laws. His point
seems to be that more criminals should be cracked down on, rather than creating
additional laws. This seems to be a core tenant IO LaPierre and the N.R.A. : the laws on
the books should be enforced better rather than new laws being created. The idea of
enforcing current laws is hard to argue with, unless one disagrees with the laws already
on the books. However, not creating new laws to evolve with the times seems to be
ignorant to the author of this work. Nonetheless, this is a critical part of LaPierre ' s
framework, due to the fact that he repeats it s o often, but it different words every time.
In terms of legal action, the September 22°d , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the Press
really lacks any meaningful contributions that have not already been made by the former
two episodes mentioned in this work, batTing one small excerpt in which LaPielTe again
mentions "the elite media and politicians trying to stir this toward firearms ." He then
goes on to mention where the real outrage should be directed: toward an unprotected
naval base ; a criminal j ustice system , in Chicago, that doesn't enforce gun laws ; a mental
health system that he considers to be broken; a background check system that is
ineffective . The reason that this part of the interviews bears repeating is because it
.
perfectly summarizes what LaPierre embodies as being the problems within his frame.
The media controls the agenda, and they are turning it against firearms rather than the list
of issues that LaPierre proposes.
Research Questions
In

this section, I will be relating the words of Wayne LaPierre on lvfeet the Press

to the research questions proposed at the beginning of this essay (and, for the sake of
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convenience, can also be accessed at the beginning of this chapter) . In this section I will
explain how LaPierre addressed the problem of gun violence in the United States, how he
framed the causes of gun violence within the United States, who he framed as possessing
the blame for gun violence, and what remedies he framed as solutions to the problem of
gun violence within the United States. In doing so, I hope to arrive at a better
understanding of how LaPierre intends to portray the N.R.A. to the general public.
Further, I al so hope that this research will lead to further deconstruction of the way that
the N.R.A. portrays itself on future occasions involving gun violence.

RQ l : How does Wayne LaPierre address the problem of gun violence within
the United States?

This segment of the section addressing the research questions that are proposed
was adapted from Entman' s first purpose of framing, which is "defining problems." In
this section, I will focus on how Wayne LaPierre defines the problem of gun violence.
Defining a problem is an excellent first step in solving it, provided that the person doing
the defining of the problem actually wants to solve it. Otherwise, as is the arguable case
for Mr. LaPierre, using one ' s own definition of the problem can distract from real
soluti ons that may work. LaPi erre seems to focus on two different sources that are the
"problem" of gun violence: a broken government and the "monster" "homicidal maniacs"
who are willing to take advantage of it.
On the September 22nd , 20 1 3 episode of J.vfeet the Press, LaPierre made a plea to
the government:
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G et them off the street. Indict people that are having mental problems; get them
into treatment. Enforce the federal gun laws. If there' s a drug dealer with a gun in
Chicago, 1 00% of the time federal law, Eric Holder, prosecute them. Fix the
mental health system and let ' s get our fiscal house into order

so

that we can stop

releasing the bad guys back on to the street.
In other words, LaPierre (on behalf of the N.R.A.) believes that our feqeral government is
too soft on crime . In other words, we do not prosecute criminals when we get the chance,
and then they become emboldened in their crimes . Further, LaPierre is , also saying that
we are not hard enough on the mentally ill ; that their private mental hejllth records need
to be released to the government and monitored in the process of background checks. The
entity that is preventing these "common sense solutions" in LaPierre' s frame is the
federal government. According to him, on the March 24th , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the

Press, "The mental health records are not in the system, and they don ; t prose cute any of
the criminals that they catch." It would seem that, in LaPierre ' s frame, ' the federal
government is not only incompetent but als ci intentionally malicious. "(hey could take
steps to ensure that horrible tragedies do not happen, but instead they intentionally sit on
their hands, choosing not to prosecute any criminals that they catch.

Without those willing to take advantage of a government that qoes not care,
however, this frame would not be c o mplete . Repeatedly LaPierre fram�s those who have
a mental disorder that may cause them to be violent with a gun as "hot1rible monsters,"
"lunatics," "homi C idal maniacs," and "mentally disturbed." One may $"gue that those
who commit such atrodous crimes merit the terms that LaPierre gives ! them, but it is
worthwhile to note that by doing so w e avoid co rning to any r � al solutions 3.bout how to
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remedy such mental illnesses (or, at least, their symptoms) . Nonetheless, these "horrible
monsters" are part of LaPierre ' s frame; they are the "bad guys." These "bad guys" are
enabled and empowered by the federal government, who refuses to crack down on them
and enforce the laws already on the books.

RQ2 : How does Wayne LaPierre frame the causes of gun violence within the
United States?

Though it is obvious from the answer to RQ 1 that LaPierre cites the incompetent
(or even malicious) government and those who it lets take advantage of its lax
enforcement of laws as being the cause of gun violence within the United States, by
doing

a

bit more digging we can come to further conclusions about who and what

LaPierre cites as being the cause for gun violence in the United States . I would like to go
through these "causes" one-by-one. They are : a lack of "good guys with guns," gun laws
that stop "good guys" from purchasing guns quickly, lax law enforcement, and a
"broken" mental health system. By examining these themes, we will be able to get a
better grasp on who and what it is that fits into LaPierre ' s frame of what causes gun
violence in the United States .
In the wake o f the Sandy Hook tragedy, while the families o f the victims were
still mourning, LaPierre announced in a press conference that "the only thing that stops a
bad guy with a gun is a good guy with a gun." As he went on to elaborate, he believes
that at every school there should be an armed guard; an additional "good guy with a gun"
at the scene so that when things like this happen, he is there to stop them. He told David
Gregory on December 23 rct, 20 1 2 that

.

I
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what every mom and dad will make them feel better [sic] when they drop their kid
off at school in January, is if we hav e

a

police officer

in that school, a good guy,

that if some horrible monster tried to do something, they ' ll be there to protect
them.
d

LaPierre also built upon this frame in the September 22n , 20 1 J episode of Meet the Press
saying, "The whole country . . . knows the problem is there weren't enough good guys with
guns. When the good guys with guns got there, .it stopped." So, whether or not the "good
guys" themselves are to blame is rather ambiguous in LaPierre ' s frame. Perhaps he is
insinuating that more "good guys" need to obtain firearms; perhaps he is insinuating that
more "good guys" need to constantly carry their firearms with them; perhaps he is
insinuating that the "good guys" need to make their presence known more prominently .
In any case, in some roundabout way, the "good guys" themselves possess some small
element of blame for not preventing such violent crimes from happening.
Perhaps, however, it is not completely the fault of the "good guys." Perhaps the
blame is only partially theirs. For LaPierre also tends to blame the federal government
.
quite frequently . In this case, he blames them for putting restrictions on the "good guys
with guns" that impair them from p urcha sing any weapon at any time. On December

2 3 rd

20 1 2 , LaPierre dted an "anti-second amendment movement" and said that they want to
.
.
"put every gun sale in the country under the thumb of the federal government." He also
states that he would not be interested in a panel on gun safety "if it' s a panel that' s j ust
going to be made up of a bunch of people that, for the last 20 years, have been trying to
destroy the second amendment." It is noteworthy that there is not a vi ab le movement in
place that is trying to repeal the second amendment, for to do so would require an

,

I

' I
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additional amendment to the constitution. Doing so would be extremely controversial and
extremely difficult, if not impossible, due to the current political landscape in which we
live. What Mr. LaPierre is referring to is a group of people that are interested in putting
restrictions on the right to gun ownership, which was ruled by a conservative Supreme
Court in the D . C .

v.

Heller case to be perfectly legal and not a violation of the second

amendment. However, he uses this polar rhetoric to refer to a movement of people who
want to put reasonable restrictions on the right to gun ownership. Nonetheless, LaPierre
frames these individuals as restricting the rights of "good guys with guns," thereby
promoting further incidents of gun vi olence since there are no "good guys with guns"
around to stop said incidents.
Ironically enough, LaPierre also tends to blame lax law enforcement in the same
breath that he undermines those trying to make the legal system more effective for the
purposes of suppressing gun violence. On the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode of Meet the

Press, LaPierre says
a gun is a tool. The problem is the criminal . Every police officer that walks the
street knows, if you want to control violent crime, take violent criminals off the
street . . . That's what works. Criminals operate outside the system. Lunatics could
care less. You've got to get them off the street. You' ve got to get them into
treatment. And we ' re not doing that in this country .
This i s

an

odd statement because, LaPierre says that police officers krow that taking

violent criminals off the street is the way to reduce violent crime, and yet he also says
that it is not being done . This is a rather perplexing statement because LaPierre seems to
say that police officers know the solution and yet are refusing to take such action. The

' 'I '
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only other way that this can be interpreted is that LaPierre is blaming the j udicial system
for letting violent criminals go back onto the streets after they have served a certain
punishment. However, that leaves the question of what other option is available . Perhaps
LaPierre wants to permanently incarcerate violent criminals, but that seems to be

a

rather

crass solution unless said criminaf committed murder or some other heinous crime . So the
answer to RQ2, when it comes to enforcing laws that the government i s too lax

on,

is

very hard to say what LaPierre proposes a s the problem in any specific terms, suffice it to
say that he blames lax enforcement of laws on the part of some ambiguous individual or
set of individuals.
Finally, LaPierre also tends to frequently blame the "broken" health care system
in our country . On September 22nd , 20 1 3 , LaPierre said that "if we leave these homicidal
maniacs on the street, they don't obey the law, they could care less about it, they ' re going
to kill," implying that violent criminals are impossible to stop with the law (which is odd
because he also bolstered the power of beefed up laws) . He goes on to say, ""The only
way to stop them is they send up the red flags [sic] . It' s practically likt� a plane going
down the beach with a sign behind it saying, ' I ' m dangerous, ' and we leave them on the
streets .

"

In o ther words, the individuals with mental health pro blems that may cause them

to commit violent crimes are quite obvious and we simply ignore them until they commit
violent crimes . LaPierre voices his frustration with the mental health system (and, more
specifically, H.l.P.P.A. laws) earlier in the same episode, saying "The N.R.A. supported
the gun check because we thought the mental health records would be in the system . . . the
mental records, even those adj udicated dangerous, are not in the system." In other words,
because of patient privacy, the mental health system is broken and those who are deemed

I' ,
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as possessing a potential for violent crime by psychological professionals are able to
purchase a firearm and commit crimes. In a way, Mr. LaPierre has a point here. This
"flaw" in the system could potentially be an indirect cause of gun violence, but one must
question whether the solution to this cause would ostracize individuals with mental health
issues and prevent them from seeking out help when they need it. In any case, LaPierre
frames the "broken" mental health system as being a cause of gun violence in the United
States.

RQ3 : Who does Wayne LaPierre frame as possessing the blame for gun
violence?

The question of who LaPierre frames as possessing the blame for gun violence is
difficult to answer in any further depth than it has already been answered. Suffice it to
say that LaPierre blames the government, the "horrible monsters" who have mental
illnesses, a lack of "good guys with guns," laws that prevent the proliferation of weapons,
a lax system of law enforcement, and a "broken" mental health system. These are the
individuals, groups, and entities that LaPierre cites as the problems that create gun
violence and the causes of said gun violence. Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that they
are the groups that are to blame .
First, the government possesses the blame in LaPierre ' s frame because they cease
to take action to stop criminals from committing acts of gun violence. They could crack
down on people who commit minor acts of violence so that they are not abl e to commit
further, even worse atrocities, but they do not (in his frame) . They could crack down on
the mentally ill who have potential to commit acts of violence with a gun, but they do not
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(in his frame) . They could intrude upon the private mental health records of individuals
and use them to prevent them from purchasing firearms, but they do not (in his frame) .
The federal government is ignorant at best in LaPierre ' s frame; at worst, it is malicious
and intends to do harm to its own citizens .
Second, the "horrible monsters" are to blame in LaPierre' s frame. This
assumption is mind-boggling when one thinks deeply about it. However, it is quite
appealing to the general public. When one commi ts a crime, especially a crime of such a
horrid nature, it is very easy to assign the blame to the individual committing the crime . It
seems to make sense on the surface, but such feel-good (or feel-bad, as it may be)
assumptions shut down the process of attempting to alleviate such problems. If one is
framed as being a "horrible monster,'' then the assumption is that being that way is one ' s
nature; it i s an integral part o f one ' s being. Since this is the case, trying to help o r cure
those who are mentally ill becomes a lost cause . This is quite problematic, despite the
fact that it is easy. Nonetheless, LaPierre frames those who have mental illnesses as
possessing the blame for the horrible crimes they commit. This is not to say that those
who are victims of poor mental health have no blame whatsoever when they commit
violent crimes with guns, but we need to further consider their mental state before
criticizing the individuals who commit crimes so that we can fix the problem of poor
mental health. To put this in perspective, let us consider a scenari o where

an

individual

encounters a child who is not well-behaved. The common-sense assumption is that the
child was not raised well by their parents, and that is why they are acting poorly. But
what happens to these children when they get older? Suddenly, society begins to place
the blame on the individual themselves instead of rooting their poor mental health in a
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childhood that was not mentally healthy ; parents who did nothing when their child
needed to be disciplined or when their child needed appropriate mentd healthcare.
Regardless of the cause of their poor mental health, and whether or not they are to blame
legitimately, LaPierre clearly blames those who have a poor state of niental health for the
crimes that they commit.
LaPierre also blames a lack of good guys with guns. In thi s part of LaPierre ' s
frame, he explains that "the only thing that stops a bad guy with a gun i s a good guy with
a gun." Therefore, the obvious inference is that more "good guys with guns" would stop
the "bad guys with guns" from committing the crimes that make them "bad guys." The
problem with this frame is that it is unclear whether LaPierre is blaming the "good gu y s"
themselves or those who prevent the "good guys" from possessing more firearms. In
either case, the "good guys" are to blame because they either l et the fr: deral government
restrict their access to firearms or simply because they refuse to carry firearms. Either the
"good guys with guns" should advocate for themselves better or, being "good guys," they
should opt to possess more firearms at all times so that they can effectively quash "bad
guys" with guns .
However,

we

cannot completely place the blame on the "good guys," because

there is also a system that prevents them from possessing firearms thatt hey may use to
protect the innocent - at least according to LaPierre ' s frame. For this reason, the system
that prevents the proliferation of firearms to the "good guy s" is to blame for gun violence
in the United States . In LaPierre ' s frame, background checks should be efficient and
should not include any sort of waiting period; the y should include private mental health
records; and they should provi de those who want to obtain firearms legally the firearms
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that they desire in an instant. Any kind of law that prevents the "good guy" from
obtaining a firearm is tantamount to killing innocent people. For if a "good guy" had
possessed a firearm in that instance, they could have prevented said incident of violence.
The other group of individuals that deserve to be blamed are those who are
responsible for enforcing laws, for they have not done their job in LaPierre ' s frame. This
frame, as was noted earlier, is a bit more ambiguous . It is unclear whether LaPierre is
attempting to blame police officers for not properly doing their j ob and busting criminals
who deserve to be "cracked down" upon or if he thinks that once the police officers have
done their j obs and have "cracked down" on the criminals but the j udicial system has
failed and has let criminals go back onto the "streets" before they understand the severity
of their crimes . Either way, in this frame, LaPierre blames the way that laws are enforced.
He gives his listeners no clear method to deal with the ambiguous problems that he
proposes, but at least they feel angered at some group of individuals without knowing
who they are . The trick here is knowing that the blame has nothing to do with one ' s self;
the N .R.A. does not accept any level of blame for the situations that have happened. It
has to do with some abstract government entity and we need to be angry with them,
whether or not we know who they are o r what they do . The point here is that we need to

be angry at the government for the people it lets become victims of gun violence.
Finally, we need to blame the "broken" mental health system. But what is it that
we need to blame about the mental health system? What is broken? In the March

20 1 3

24th,

episode of lvfeet the Press, LaPierre seems to answer this quite well. He states that

the loopholes in the law are "the H . I . P .A.A. laws, the mental health laws, the medical
records." In some small way, Mr. LaPierre may have

a

point; perhaps unveiling the

I' ' "
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mental health records of everyone in the system would prevent some instances of gun
violence from happening . But does protecting the privacy of the mental health records of
individuals mean that the mental health system is broken or that it is working? I cannot
say . However, LaPierre ' s opinion is apparent: those deemed clinicall y unsuitable to own
firearms by a psychoanalyst of any sort should never be able to own any kind of firearms.

RQ4 : What remedie s does Wayne LaPierre frame as solutions to the
problem of gun violence within the United States?

At this point, we have some understanding of what LaPierre frames as being the
problem of gun violence, what he frames as being the causes of gun violence, and what
who he frames as possessing the blame for gun violence. The next step in understanding
LaPierre ' s frame of gun violence is understanding what remedies he frames as solutions
to the problem of gun violence. LaPierre frames three different solutit.ms to the problem
of gun violence that he claims will work in tandem with one another to alleviate the
country from it: more "good guys with guns," fixing the "broken" mental health system,
and enforcing the l aws that are already on the books. He claims that by enacting these
solutions we can eliminate gun violence or, at least, lessen its effects .
The first and most prominent solution that LaPierre poses is more "good guys
with guns." He makes this particularly clear after incidents of mass gun violence. Most
notably, this was the case after the shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary School in
Newtown, Connecticut when he stated "the only thing that stops

a

bad guy with a gun is a

good guy with a gun" during a press conference. He elaborated on this theory during the
December 23 rd , 20 1 2 episode of .Meet the Press by saying that what \Vill make people
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safe and make every mom and dad feel better is if "when they drop their kid off at school
in January, is if we have a police officer in that school, a good guy, that if some horrible
monster tried to do something, they ' ll be there to protect them." This solution is rooted in
feeling, but that is the appealing part ofthis frame for LaPierre ' s listeners. They are
trying to overcome a time of tragedy that makes them extremely insecure and afraid for
their children. By telling his . listeners - particularly the moms and dads who have
children in school - that this solution will make them feel better, he adds weight to his
argument. He is fighting bad feelings with the promise of good feelings.
Mr. LaPierre also explains how he wants to fix the "broken" mental health system
over and over again. Yet, he never really proposes any specific solutions to do so. He
tells us that "We have a mental health system in this country that has completely and
totally collapsed" (NBC News, 20 1 2). He also tells us that "the mental health situation in
the country is in complete breakdown" (NBC News, 20 1 3 ) . He even says that "the mental
health system needs to be fixed" (NBC News, 20 1 3) . Yet he never goes into any specifics
about what he thinks is broken about the mental health system; at least not on Meet the

Press. The only area where he does get specific is not necessarily related to the mental
health system itself. Instead, it is related to the way that the government regulates the

private records of mental health patients in the United States. On Meet the Press , he
repeatedly complains about a law known as the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act, or H.I.P.A.A. for short. Though he never refers tc1 H.I.P.A .A. laws by
name other than dming one occasion, it is clear that this is what he is talking about
because a large part of the law deals with the privacy of health records. Answering a
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the September 22n d , 20 1 3 episode of Afeet the Press,

that

The N.R.A. supported the gun check because we thought the me ntal records would be
in the system, we thought criminals would be in the system, and
would be prosecuted. We ' re in

a

"�re thought people

situation now where the criminal_ records aren' t in

the system, the mental records, even those adj udicated dangerous, are not in the
system. And nobody' s prosecuted.
However, this is as specific as LaPierre gets. He repeats the fact that he is dissatisfied
with the fact that mental health records are not available and used fon background checks
on guns several times throughout the three episodes of Meet the Press that this thesis
addresses, but ceases to cite any other probl �m with the "broken" mental health system.
'

Finally, LaPierre also complains that we do not adequately eriifo rce that laws that

i

are already on the books ; we do not "crack down" on criminals enou h. In critiquing
David Gregory ' s suggestion that a law further regulating guns, in the : to rm of assault
weapons, might work, LaPierre responded, ''You want one more law :(J n top o f 20,000
laws, when most of the federal gun laws we don't even enforce." This makes it clear that

J

he do es not think that we enforce the laws that are al ready on the bo i<s. He elaborates,
i!

If every U . S . attorney would do only ten cases a month, that

�uuld be 1 2,000
�

cases. If we do 20 a month, it would be 24,000 cases. That w uld get the worst
'

people in the country that are killing people off the street. Ri ght not, David, you
'

know how many cases we' re doing in the whole country on p rosecuting under all

a

·
federal gun laws? Take a guess . . . 6,000. It' s pitiful. And the rug dealers and the

1 1
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gangs and the criminals know it. And they go about their business. And there are
25 ,000 violent crimes a week in this country (NBC News, 20 1 2) .
Clearly, i n LaPierre ' s frame, we need to crack down o n the drug dealers and gangs that
commit crimes with a firearm. He also proposes on the March 24 1h , 20 1 3 episode of Meet

the Press that we "Put programs like Proj ect Exile in every American city where, if
you' re a drug dealer,

a

gang member, a felon, and you touch a gun, it' s a 1 00% certainty

you' re going to be prosecuted and taken off the street. " This is not necessarily an
illegitimate point, as far as I am concerned. However, I do think that coming up with the
resources to enforce the laws may be difficult. LaPierre proposes cutting foreign aid to do
so : "Well,

as

I said, I mean we have all kinds of federal foreign aid we do [sic] . My gosh,

we're doing two billion to train the police in Iraq right now." This, quite honestly, is the
most well-thought out proposal that LaPierre states on Meet the Press, albeit potentially
unethical. However, these solutions are as far as he is willing to go . Any and all proposals
having to do with guns and legislating their use and purchase are off of the table for
La.P ierre. They simply are not acknowledged as being potentially viable, even if they are.
In this chapter, I have provided an in-depth sampling of the words that Wayne
LaPierre uses to frame his worldview for mass audiences

Press.

I

watching the program Meet the

have explored how LaPierre ' s worldview is perpetrated through his discussion of

four separate' issues : ( 1 ) The tragedy of gun violence, (2) "Homicidal maniacs ; ' and other
scapegoats, (3) The "good guys with guns" and the laws that inhibit them, (4) What does
not work (A.K.A., gun legislation) and what docs. In talking about the tragedy of gun
vi olence, I explained how LaPierre makes his organization seem sympathetic with those
who have experienced gun violence, explaining that members of the N.R. A. share in their
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sadness and framing the organization as a friend in times of tragedy. Afterward, I
discussed LaPierre ' s use of derogatory terms to refer to those who commit acts of gun
violence as a method of distancing them from consideration, ostracizing them, and
demonizing them. Next, I discussed LaPierre ' s bolstering of a group that he refers to as
"good guys with guns," who he frames as being oppressed by the government,
politicians, and the gun legislation that they propose . I also discussed the laws that
LaPierre does frame as being reasonable solutions - ones that do not 1iave anything to do
with guns as well as laws that are already on the books that are not being properly
enforced. Finally, I discussed the laws that do not work in LaPierre ' s frame. These laws
"oppress'' the "good guys with guns" and prevent them from protecting themselves, their
families, and society at large. Finally, I will drew conclusions from the framework that
LaPierre has presented on Meet the Press. More specifically, I connected these themes to
the research questions presented in the beginning of this work.
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Conclusions

In the previous chapter I have elaborated on some prevalent themes that emerged
from LaPierre ' s appearances on Meet the Press and then explained how his role on the
program has answered the research questions for this work. In this chapter, I will discuss
and conclude my work on the analysis of Wayne LaPierre and his framing of gun
violence issues on Meet the Press. I will begin this section by synthesizing the main
points of this paper - the N.R.A., framing theory, and Wayne LaPierre ' s frame of the
N.R.A. on Meet the Press. Afterward, I will discuss why it is important to conduct
analyses like this ; of the NRA and of Wayne LaPierre in particul ar. Finally, I will
conclude by making some suggestions for future research.

Synthesis

The N.R.A. originally began as an organization focused on marksmanship, and
remained that way from 1 87 1 until 1 977 -- for over 1 00 years. In 1 977, however, a coup
within the organization took place and those who were anti-gun legislation hardliners
took control of the organization, led by a man named Harlon Carter. This coup changed
the focus of the N.R.A. from marksmanship to protecting "gun rights," or - as it might be
understood from their ideological positions - protecting the unfettered right of anyone
and everyone to own sophisticated weaponry . This belief is best summarized by a
shortened version of the Second Amendment that is inscribed on the front of the N .R.A. ' s
headquarters in Fairfax, Virginia: "THE RIGHT O F THE PEOPLE TO KEEP AND
BEAR ARMS SHALL NOT BE INFRINGED ." This conveniently omits the rest of the
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Second Amendment, which probably would lead the reader to believe that there are some
reasonable restrictions on gun ownership.
\Vayne LaPierre is currently the vice president of the N.R.A. and has been since
1 99 1 . As executive director, he has headed the legislative branch of the N.R.A., also
known as the N.R.A.-1.L.A., or the National Rifle Association Institute for Legislative
Action, since 1 986. Before that he worked as a state liaison for the N.R.A.-LL.A.,
beginning in 1 97 8 . During his career with the N.R.A, he has spearheaded various efforts
to ensure that gun legislation is avoided at almost any cost. He has been, in large part, the
mouthpiece for the N.R.A. for several decades. This thesis has focused on his time
representing the N .R.A. on episodes of A1eet the Press on NBC.
Specifically, this paper focused on the way that LaPierre framed issues pertaining
to

gun violence on NBC ' s Meet the Press. Framing theory was established by the

sociologist Erving Goffman and has been studied by those who research psychology,
economi cs, j ournalism, and communication. Entman (Proj ections of Power: Framing
News, Public Opinion, and U . S . Foreign Policy, 2004), whose outline of framing this
work relies heavily on, defined framing as "selecting and highlighting some . facets of
ev ent s

or issues, and making connections among them so as to promete a particular

interpretation, evaluation, and/or solution." He tells us that frames have two elements selection arid salience. Selection is the process by which certain issues and parts of said
issues are highlighted over o thers . Whereas salience is the amount of emphasis placed on
certain issues. One can think of them, more simply, as the volume and the tuning knob on
a stereo. The tuning knob - which is a lot like selection - chooses which channels (read:
issues) to highlight. The volume knob, on the other hand - which is a lot like salience -
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selects the amount o f ampl ification to place behind certain stations (or issues, i n the case
of salience) .
Further, Entman (Framing : Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm, 1 993)
also lets us know that framing has four purposes. First, frames define problems. They do
this by giving us a perspective about what is being done, at what costs, and with what
benefits. Frames can also diagnose causes by telling us who or what is creating a
problem. Frames al so make moral judgments by isolating and evaluating agents
responsible for a given situation. Finally, frames can suggest remedies by offering
potential solutions to problems and justifying their implementation. All of these purposes
of frames are reflected in the research questions mentioned in the introduction to this
section. Instead of using the purposes of framing as told by Entman, I modifi ed the
wording to make them into questions that were more specific for LaPi.erre ' s framing on
the selected episodes of A1eet the Press highlighted in this thesis, particularly with the
way that he frames gun violence in mind.
I will discuss in further depth LaPierre ' s frame of the N.R.A. and how it connects
to my research questions in the next section of this chapter, but before doing so I would
like to discuss

my findings in t e rm s of LaPierre ' s overall frame of the N . R.A. in instances

of gun violence. LaPierre frames the N.R.A. as being innocent and uninvolved, helpful
and friendly, and defensive and protective. These three sets of frames build a complete
picture of how LaPierre would like the general public to view the N.R.A.
First, LaPicrre frames the N.R.A. as being innocent and uninvolved. This is
important because it positions the organization as having nothing to d0 with the issue
other than the fact that they are an innocent bystander who also witnesses the atrocities of
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gun violencer They have no impact on it, nor can they stop it. LaPierre makes this clear
during several instances on Meet the Press. On the December 23rd , 20 1 2 episode,
LaPierre said "You know, I can't imagine a more horrible tragedy than what happened.
We all have five year olds in our families in some way. I mean , we all put ourselves in
that situation, and the tears flow down our eyes." By clarifying that his organization is
saddened by what happened and by clarifying how people in his organization can put
themselves in the situation of those who lost loved ones, LaPierre indirectly infers that
his organization is not, in fact, involved. For if his organization were �.nvolved, it would
be unnecessary for them to put themselves in the position of those who are . Further, if
they were involved in a negative way, it would not be necessary for him to explain that he
cannot imagine a more horrible tragedy . The inference that his organization is uninvolved
is arguably untrue, but the fact remains that this frame points out the crganizations lack of
involvement in any instances of gun violence. Because of this lack of involvement, he
frames the organization as being innocent bystanders. They are, as he said, also deeply
stuck by the tragedy.
Second, LaPierre frames the organization as being helpful and friendly. LaPierre
appears to make the N.R.A. seem like a constructive force working toward alleviating the
nation from gun violence (all while sitting on their hands in nearly every situation, if not
interrupting measures that may work) . This complements the frame of the N.R.A. as
being innocent and uninvolved because it takes the frame a step further, portraying the
organization as an innocent bystander that reaches out to lend a helping hand during
I

times of tragedy . He does this by appearing to offer solutions that, for the most part, are
not real solutions. These solutions are oftentimes vague and lacking in depth. Yet, this
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does not matter because he still successfully instills this frame. All that is required is that
he appears to offer some sort of solutions. Then, instead of being responsible for gun
violence, he is actively working to remedy it.
.

.

Finally, LaPierre frames the N.R.A. as being defensive and protective. It protects
not only the average citizen who could be attacked by a vicious criminal, but also legal
guri owners who are - in this frame - under constant threat by the federal government and
by people who think that restricting certain gun "rights" may cause less gun violence. For
instance, on the September 22°d , 20 1 3 episode of Meet the Press, LaPierre tries to defend
straw purchases (gun purchases that occur from gun owner to gun owner without a
background check) by saying that insisting on a background check unnecessarily burdens
the gun owners and adds a layer of bureaucracy . He also frames the N.R.A. as defending
average citizens by talking about how the government should enforce laws that are
already on the books, "crack down on criminals," and how it should include those
diagnosed with a mental disorder in background checks (despite that this is illegal
because of HIPAA laws). In LaPierre ' s frame, the N.R.A. is not only innocent and
uninvolved; and helpful and friendly, but is also defensive and protective of the general
population.

Why To Conduct Analyses Like This One

We have reached a point where it is important to understand why it is significant
to conduct analyses such as this one . Though there are a multitude of reasons, for me this
analysis has three purposes . Firstly, this analysis important because it helps us to
understand what we can gain by looking at LaPierre' s rhetoric about the N .R. A . In other
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words, it helps us to deconstruct the way that he frames the N .R.A. and further
understand it without unquestioningly accepting what it is that LaPierre gives us to ,
(metaphorically) digest on Meet the Press. Secondly, it brings us to

a

further

understanding of how the media works, especially through the scope of framing theory.
Further yet, this research advances the mindset of audiences by granting them a further
understanding the way that framing works to shape issues on news programs. It also
helps audiences by helping them to understand that they are separated from the ideas
expressed on said news programs. They do not have to blindly accept that which is
expressed on the news and can question it and arrive at their own conclusions .
Throughout the course of his interviews on }.feet the Press, LaPierre seeks to
j ustify his organization and why they need to exist. He also seeks to justify why it is that
they feel the way that they do, unity their members, and subjugate those who vary from
their position. In LaPierre ' s frame, the N.R.A. needs to exist to protect the "gun rights" of
"good guys with guns ." Without the N.R.A., those "good guys" would not have anyone
to speak on their behalf. This is especially important in an era where the government is
constantly seeking to rob the "good guys" of their weaponry, as LaPierre has expressed.
Secondly, the N.R.A. is important because it is a mouthpiece for the "maj ority" of United
States citizens. Without the N.R. A . , citizens would not have their voices heard because of
.

a

.

vici ous federal government that is constantly seeking to take away the right to firearms

from its people . The N.R.A. seeks to justify the voice of the people and make it heard.
Without it, the average person would go unnoticed. Thirdly, through the voice of Wayne
LaPierre on Meet the Press, the N.R.A. unifies its members. When pe?ple who are in the
N .R.A. hear that LaPierre will be

a

guest on Meet the Press, they rally behind him. They
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listen to hear what he has to say . In tum, he clarifies what the position of the N.R.A. is to
those who are watching. Finally, LaPierre' s appearance on Meet the Press will subj ugate
those who dissent from his position. This is important because of the fact that the more
your opinion is heard and expressed, the more likely it is to be accepted. In other words,
LaPierre ' s expression of the position of the N.R.A. makes . it more acceptable to the
general public by way of making it heard to mass audiences.
The second area that we need to consider when we ar e thinking about the way that
Wayne LaPierre frames the N.R.A. is the media. How does he make the media his
personal pawn? In other words, how does LaPierre use the electronic media to more
effectively disseminate his points of view? This understanding is particularly important
for media outlets who may not have an understanding of how to critically deconstruct the
messages that are p resented on the programs that they air. In other words, without an
understariding of the subj ect matter that this essay discusses, media outlets may take for
granted the messages that they are given. Also, if media outlets better understand the way
that guests grant them tailored messages, they will better know how to deconstruct the
messages that are given to them and their audiences. News programs do not have to be a
P .R. (public relations) plug for specific institutions like the N .R.A. Instead, they can

critique that which they hear. Finally, and most importantly, by

a

·

further understanding of

framing theory, the niedia can avoid letting the people they interview dodge questions
that are significant. The interviewers who are on news programs can more criti cally
address issues that are brought to bear. If they can obtain a further understanding of that
which it is that their guests claim, then they can bett er question and understand the issues
that are

brought up .
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Limitations

Before we reach the end of this work, it is important to understand some of the
limitations that exist upon my conclusions . Firstly, it is important to understand that the
conclusions drawn herein are expressive only of how LaPierre f r ames the N.R.A. and its
viewpoint on gun violence. His viewpoints and the way that he expresses them may not
necessarily be a completely accurate reflection of the way that the entirety of the
organization feels about certain aspects of the issue. Further, his vie\Vpoints and the way
that he frames issues may not be a perfect reflection of the viewpoints of all members of
the N . R . A .
It is also important to note that this work is the creation of its author. As the
author, I have done my best to interpret the words and messages of LaPierre to the best of
my ability. This is done using spoken language and - as such - the spoken word can be
an extremely flawed metaphor for the actual meanings and intentions of the orator. That
being the case, it is entirely possible that I have misinterpreted or misunderstood the
words of LaPierre during the program. My conclusions are based on the interpretation of
these words to the best of my ability .
Finally, it is noteworthy that I do have a bias in this matter. I

am

very strongly

opinionated about the issue of guns and gun safety . I have not made an attempt to hide
this bias throughout this work so that my readers did not have to read between the lines.
Being as this is the case, I think that my bias does prevent me from fully understanding
LaPierre ' s arguments in the same way that someone who agreed with him may. That
being the case, I
considered.

am

always open to hearing other interpretations that perhaps I have not
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Suggestions for Future Research

Though this thesis has been quite revealing, I do believe that there is a lot more
work that can be done . The first area that I believe is problematic is that the framework
for this work is rather unstructured. I would like to see future works ViTitten using
framing theory that have a clear and concise framework that could be used. I feel that my
established framework was sufficient for this proj ect, but for future projects I would
really like to see framing theory taken to a new level that establishes a clear way to
implement it into research clearly . Secondly, I think that this work is incomplete because
it mostly draws upon the words of Wayne LaPierre on three separate episodes of Meet the

Press. To make this analysis more complete, and to more accurately represent the
N .R.A., I feel that more samples should be taken - of Wayne LaPierre and other N.R.A.
representatives. Finally, I feel like further research needs to be done on framing using the
methodology that I have proposed and used in this thesis. Others could use my model,
based upon the purposes of framing, to propose research questions and conduct further
research.
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